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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


ACCUMULATED FUNDS NEARLY £4,000,000. 
INCORPORATED 1720. 
FIRE, 


LIFE, AND ANNUITIES. 
LIFE INTERESTS AND REVERSIONS. 
LOANS GRANTED on favourable terms on ABSOLUTE and OONTINGENT 
LIFE INTERESTS. 


“ REVERSIONS also purchased subject to the 
fight of redemption within a period of five years, WHETHER THE LIFE TENANT BE ALIVE 


OR DEAD. 
Insurances against Issue undertaken at economical rates. 
ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C., AND 29, PALL MALL, S.W. 
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IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS. 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
__24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


SHIPPING PROPERTY. 


IMPORTANT TO INVESTORS THEREIN. 
C. W. KELLOCK & CO. 


(C. W. Ketirocx, W. W. Keuiock, Newson Cameron), 
Established over Half a OC. b 
WATER STREET, LIVERPOOL. 


VALUERS of all classes of SHIPPING PROPERTY. 
Valuations made for Probate, General Average, Admiralty, &c. 
Brokers for the Sale and Purchase of Shipping (Privately 
or by Public Auction). 

PERIODICAL SALES by AUCTION in OWN SALEROOM. 








NOTE. 

At a recent meeting of the Institute of Chartered Accountants the f remarks 
were made in the course of a ch by a Fellow of the Institute of ( Accoun- 
tints in England and Wales on a important question of the responsibilities of Auditors :— 

“It was undoubtedly very that Ships should be at their 
Valuation, but «n Auditor should not attempt to Value them, and it would 
to have a certificate from a competent Firm Messrs. C. W. Kellock & Co.” 

NEXT P ODICAL AUCTION SALE takes place 
NOVEMBER * . 
N VESSELS, 
“ SCOTTISH CHIEF,” “ ZADOK,” “ PAMPERO,” 
Also Shares in the Steamship ‘‘ EURIPIDES” and Sailing Ship “ ALBYN.” 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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FREE, 
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TOTAL ASSETS, /£2,831,000. INCOME, £319,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
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General Phosphate (Lim.), 


Local x 
Western Railway Co. ............ 2 
v. North Staffordshire Railway 
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Negus (A Solicitor), Re ...........c-0000c00 29 
O’Meara v. Santa Fé Co. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 
Acarn, purine this week, the Lord Chancellor has been 
rendering assistance in Court of Appeal No. 2, and so helping 
to form a court for the hearing of appeals, 





Since THE rule as to the 
operation, i 
discovering 
them, but_only a duplicate, 
dissati ~~However, it is to be. ‘that 
every one will become used to the inconvenient change 
practice. 





Ir WILL HARDLY require a rule of court to 
which has un ly arisen in 

method ado in recent rules for 
appointments under originating summo 
ber, 1893, an originating summons was i 
upon the defendant or respondent to 
th judge at the “time mentioned i 

party issuing the summons was compelled 
chambers of the j to whom it was 
appointment before he could serve the summons. 
present form of summons the defendant or 

spon fo guise am someventes Stier Verne 
days. ‘The party issuing, theret 


and wait ; 
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Te question raised by our correspondents “0. & 8.” is one 
of considerable practical importance. It may be stated con- 
cisely as follows :— Where residuary personal estate is settled b 
will, on what amount is settlement estate duty to be paid? It 
must be remembered that the « of obtaining probate, 
and the expenses of the executors in administering the estate, 
and the estate duty chargeable on the whole of the personal 
estate, have to be paid out of the residuary personalty, and as 
only what remains after making these payments is the amount 
settled, it might be reasonably thought that settlement estate 
duty would only be payable on this amount. But we are afraid 
that this view is incorrect. Settlement estate duty is “‘a further 
estate duty” (Finance Act, 1894, s. 5 (1) (a) )—#.¢., it has all 
the ag org of estate duty. In other words, where settlement 
estate duty is payable, it is to be calculated on the amount of 
the (or, if only part of the property is settled, on that 

proportionate part) exactly in the same manner as estate duty is 
calculated. It follows that, in estimating the value of property 
for settlement estate duty, only those dadbiictions will be allowed 
that are allowed in respect of estate duty. These deductions 
are (Finance Act, 1894, s.7(1)) reasonable funeral expenses 

‘and certain debts and incumbrances. No deduction may be 
/\ made for testamentary expenses of any nature. To take an 

example: a testator gives legacies to the amount of £1,000, and 
gives the residue of his property to A. The value of his 
estate is £30,000 ; the debts which may be deducted in caleulat- 
ing the value of his property for the amount of duty, and the 
funeral expenses, amount to £500. Estate duty has to be paid 
on £29,500. The value of the residue for the purpose of caleu- 
lating jthe settlement estate duty is £29,500, less the legacies, 
amounting to £1,000—+.¢., £28,500. But the amount actually 
settled is less than this by the amount, not only of testamentary 
expenses, but also of certain classes of debts, which, though they 

, May not be deducted in estimating the value of the estate for 
| duty, are lawfully payable out of the estate. We think that our 
dents are therefore correct in their opinion that some- 

times the settlement estate duty may exceed the value of the 


property settled. 





Tux RULES made by the Local Government Board, under the 
Local Government Act, 1894, for the election of (1) vestrymen 
and auditors, and (2) guardians in London, were issued on the 
3rd inst. These orders complete the series of election rules 
which the Board was required to frame in order to bring the 
Act into operation in the present year. Any polls that may be 
necessary for the purposes of these elections in the metropolis 
are to be held, in the case of vestrymen and auditors, on 
Saturday, the 15th of December, and in the case of guardians on 
Monday, the 17th. The same polling places and stations are, as 
far as practicable, to be used on both } me and the expenses of 
providing them and their furniture and fittings are to be 
allocated equally between the two elections, the ha payable in 
ae of a poll for an election of vestrymen and auditors being 

yed by order of the vestry out of the poor rate of the parish, 
and the guardians’ moiety being defrayed by the guardians 
of the union and charged to the parish in their accounts. The 
(if any) for an election of vestrymen and of auditors for 

@ same parish are to be taken together. The rules provide for 
the firing of the preliminary notices, for nomination, for the 
deciding of the validity of nomination papers by the returning 
officers, for the appointment of a strictly limited number of 
polling agents by the candidates, and for the method of taking 
the poll, counting the votes, and declaring the result of the 
elections. Neither in these orders nor in the previous orders of 
the Board relating to the elections of district councillors and 
guardians outside London is any provision made for a case 
where the number of nominations is less than the number of 
persons to be elected: this may give rise to difficulty, but the 
very wide powers given to county councils by the Act itself 
would, it seems, enable those bodies to make appointments or 
otherwise to provide for the filling up of vacancies in the vestries 
and boards elected in the present year. The newly-elected 

men and auditors are to come into office on Friday, the 
28th of December, the newly-elected guardians on Monday, the 
31st of December. : 


In rue case of Re Negus, which we report elsewhere, o— 








J., has decided that on an ordinary ent for a three 
tenancy the lessee is, in the absence of ial stipulation, liable 





to pay thé lessor’s solicitor the scale charge as settled by 

ule I. Part ID; subject to a deduction in respect of so 
much of the total amount as represents the cost of the counter- 
part. Upon the terms of the schedule there appears to be no 
reason for excluding such agreements from its provisions. The 
scale applies to “leases, or agreements for leases, at rack rent,” | 
The ae the phrase ‘“‘ agreements for leases” was con- 
sidered in Emanuel 


having formal leases executed 7 ead was decided that, where 
the aereoment ia y followed by a lease, the fee 
covers the solicitor’s whole a and he = 1 
separately for the preparation of the agreement. But in - 
og a é Pend tenancy agreement it seems to be 
sufficient to rely upon the word “leases.” Ordinarily, no 
doubt, a lease is assumed to imply a demise for a longer period 
than three years, such as by the Statute of Frauds must be in 
writing, and consequently, by the Real Property Act, 1845, 
must be by deed. But this is solely a matter of common usage. 
A document creating a tenancy for a shorter time is equally a 
lease, and not the less so that it is in form only an agreement for 
letting. In cases where no dged is required, a mere memo- 
randum in writing that A. agrees to let, and B. agrees to take, 

a house for a specified term has, if signed by the ies, all 
the effect of a formal lease (Doe v. Groves, 15 East, 244), 
Moreover, as Currrr, J., pointed out, a demise by parol for 
three years or less is referred to as a lease in the Statute of 
Frauds, though, of course, for the purpose of applying the | 
seale fee under Schedule I., Part I., there must be a document © 
creating the lease. Provided, then, there is such a document, 
it is entitled to rank as a lease for the purpose of the schedule 
no distinction being made between leases created by deed and 
leases created by writing only. Consequently the lessor’s 
solicitor is entitled to the scale charge “for preparing, settling, | 
and completing lease and counterpart,” and so much of the 
charge as represents costs which are to be borne by the lessee 
must be paid by him—that is; the~whole sum except the part 
attributable to the souniaepes*- The scale fee applies in the 
first instance between the lessor and his solicitor, and Onrrry, 
J., held that in charging the amount to the lessee there was no 
difficulty in making a proper deduction in respect of the 
counterpart. While, however, this is the effect of the schedule | 
in regard to three years’ agreements, it is probably only in | 
exceptional cases that a solicitor would feel justified in claiming 
the whole scale charge. 





Tue casE of the Empire Theatre has led to a consideration @ 
of the duties of the London County Council in the matter of | 

ting licences, but otherwise it has had no practical result. 

e charges on which the mandamus was applied for turned out | 
to be almost wholly untrue, and the small residuum of truth @ 
was not enough to establish that Mr. Parxmvson, the county | 
councillor implicated, had rendered himself unfit to act as a 
member of the council in a on the licence of the j 
Empire or > pw Ty. laid down 4 : 

(1892, 1 Q. B. 190) that the co council upon such an 

occasion are acting as &  judietal body. “Ta Sas uae,” 

said A. :Siarn, J., in delivering the judgment of Lord | 

Corermer, 0.J., and himself, ‘the London County Council 

are adjudicating as to whether a man is or is not to be deprived } 
of his licence. , . . When so acting, they are not eman- 
cipated from the ordinary principles upon which justice is, 
ministered in this kingdom, and which are, as it has been 
said, founded on its very essence.” And he based this statement 
on the dictum of Corron, L.J., in Leeson y. General Medical Counetl | 
(43 Oh. D., p. 379), that though the Medical Council were not 
in the ordinary sense judges, yet they had to decide judicially 
belo: uct of @ 










whether the complaint made of the 
medical itioner was well founded. If, then, the county 











council are bound by the same principles which govern a court 





Siomapie (34 W. R. 613, 33 Ch. D. 
40), and it WaSsaid By Corron, L.J., to mean “ agreements on 

which the parties intend to rel 7 sufficient for the of ' 
stating the terms on which thé property was lield without } 
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of justice, it follows that no member of the council must at the 
same time act as prosecutor and judge, and it was for a viola- 
tion of this rule that a mandamus was ted against the county 
council in <Akkersdyk’s case. Had the evidence given at the 
granting of the rule nisi turned out to be true, the same result 
would have followed in the present case. The opposition to the 
licence of the Empire Theatre came, it was 
county councillors, and the nominal opposers were simply acting 
on their instigation. But this was mere rumour, too hastily 
believed in by the Empire authorities. No evidence of it was 
forthcoming, and it was abundantly contradicted. There 
remained the case of Mr. Parxrvson, who certainly had had 
some communication with the opposers, and had advised 
them as to their course of procedure. Hence there was 
a question whether he had so interested himself in the matter 
as to make real bias on his part reasonably probable. If 
so, it appears that the decision of the county council would 
have been vitiated, although over a hundred members 
sat and voted, and the bias affected only one. “A deci- 
sion,” said Lord Denman, O.J., in Reg. v. Justices™Of LHert- 


fordshire (6 Q. B. 758), ‘is vitiated by any one interested person 
taking partinit.” But iff order that this principle may apply 
in eases other than those of pecuniary interest, it is essential 
that there should be probability of real bias (see per Biack- 
BuRN, Ji, in Reg. Vv. Meyer, 1 Q. B.D. p. 177), and the 
Divisional Court (Cuantes and Wricut, JJ.) held that Mr. 
Parkrnson’s conduct in simply being present when the opposers 
were discussing their case, and in advising them on procedure, 
although unfortunate and imprudent, did not shew such proba- 
bility of real bias as to vitiate the decision of the council. The 
judgments were delivered on the assumption that the rules as to 
thé proceedings of a court of justice applied in all their strict- 


| ness to the London County Council, when sitting as"4 Ss a 
| authority. But Whaicur, J., demurred to this principle, 


intimated that the court would be slow to set aside the decision 
of an administrative body exercising quasi-judicial functions 


“ merely on the ground of bias in a single member, such bias 


clearly not affecting the decision. 





In orpER to obtain evidence as to foreign law applicable to 
any special set of circumstances, it is necessary to adopt a 
course which experience shews to be surrounded with difficultiee. 
Mr. Justice Norru was occupied for some days last week in 
hearing a case involving the consideration of the law of a 
foreign country as applied to an English will. The evidence 
adduced to enable the learned judge to decide the case con- 
sisted of opinions of foreign advocates, which, in fact, were in 
conflict with one another; and although these opinions were 
sworn to, their value was not, under the circumstances, much 
increased. In order that a foreign advocate may understand 
English legal technicalities it is essential that he should be 
intimately acquainted with both languages and both sets 
of technical expressions. This combination of attainments 
appears to be extremely rare, hence the doubtful value of 
opinions of foreign lawyers as evidence for the purpose of con- 
struing an English will. In the case referred to Mr. Justice 
Norrx postponed his judgment in order that he might fully 
estimate the weight of the evidence before giving his decision, 
which he pronounced on Tuesday last. 





On Monday, at the Guildhall Sittings, Mr. Justice Hawkins remarked : 
I am really tired of taying what I have already said so often before about 
holding these sittings here. There have been four common jury causes 
entered only. I doubt whether any of them were commercial causes, for 
which these sittings were intended, but, be that as it may, there were fuur 
only, and these causes were of such a character that in one way or another 
three had been withdrawn, and from that I infer that the parties on both 
sides felt they were not causes that ought to be tried here, or ever to have 
been allowed to be entered in the list. The fourth cause is certainly not 
of a commercial character. It is an action to recover arrears of rent. The 
defence is that the landlord was under liability to repair the premises 
had not done so. This is certainly not a commercial cause, and yet the 
parties have most improperly gone to the law courts and obtained its entry 
ior trial at theee sittings. 1am told there are no fewer than fifty-eight 
gentlemen summoned to this court in order that twelve might be selected 
for the purpose of trying this one wretched cause, which ought never to 
have been brought here. I release every gentleman, except those in the 
box, instantly, and I am only very sorr 
yeniently, wantonly, and unnecessarily made to appear here. 





, from several | 4. 





that they have been incon- ; 


THE SALE OF LAND CHARGED WITH DEBTS. 


Tux recent decision of Ourrry, J., in Re Rebbeck, Bennett v. 
Rebbeck (42 W. R. 473) calls attention to a question which has 
been the subject of frequent controversy. A testator, who died 
in 1869, charged his real estate with a legacy of £7,000, and 
evised his residuary real estate to Joun Renpeck in fee. 
Joun Reszeck, who was one of the executors, in 1879 borrowed 
£5,000 on the security of an equitable mortgage ae 
deposit of the title deeds of the real estate devised to him, 
the question subsequently arose whether the mortgage 
iority over the c of the legacy. For the mortgagee 
it was argued that, in the case of a of debts, a devises, 
pe pets: Dapdyees e yas oe wo ae 
and can give a good receipt; an a charge of legacies is on 
the same footing as poe the implication of a power to sell 
or mo’ . This to be on a 
e in Davidson’s Con (Vol. 2, Part 2, 4th ed., 
p. 474); see Hideforth v. Armstead (2 Kay & Johns. 333) ; but 
assuming that there can under such circumstances be an implied 
power, there is no reason to su that it carries with it 
power to give receipts, and the ty is pointed out in 
authority just referred to. The decisions, i draw a clear 
distinction between a charge of debts generally, and a 
specific sums, such as legacies or scheduled debts, and, apart 
from Lord St. Leonards’ Act (22 & 23 Vict: c. 35), it is 
in the former case that a sale can be made without 
concurrence of the persons interested in the charge. 
declined to interfere with this well-settled rule, and held 
legacy took priority over the mortgage. 
va 


3 


F 


While, however, it is clear that a c of a 
of specific sums, does not raise an im power to sell or 
ma give receipts, the case of a general charge of debts 
still one of the difficulties of conveyancing, The majority 
cases in which the question might arise are now governed 
the provisions of Lord St. Leonards’ Act. If a testator has 
charged his real estate, or any part thereof, with payment of 
his debts, or with payment of any legacy or other specific sum 
of money, and has devised the estate so charged to trustees, the 
trustees may, under section 14, raise the debts, legacy, or sum 
of money by sale or m of the estate. Where the lands 
are charged, but not devised to trustees, the executors have the 
same powers (section 16). Primd facie these two sections 
exhaust all possible cases, but an exception is introduced by 
section 18, which provides that sections 14 and 16 shall not 
extend to a devise to any person or persons in fee or in tail, and 
the effect is that the statutory power to sell under a charge of 
debts or of specific sums does not apply when the testator has 
made a beneficial devise in fee or in tail of the real estate so 
charged (cf. Re Wilson, 34 W. R. 512), Henee, whenever this 
case arises, it is still to consider who are the 
who can make a title. ictly it would seem that it is for 
devisee alone to sell and give a receipt for the purchase-money, 
and this was formerly the practice AW 
pp. 64, 70); but the tendency of the courts of 
power of sale in the executor makes it dou 
concurrence must not also be obtained. 

’ The clearest case of the implication of a power of sale in 
executors is where the testator has directed his real estate to be 


s 


sold without naming a person to sell, but has so given the 
roceeds of sale that it must be presumed he intended them to 

received by his executors; where, for instance, he has 
directed a sale of real estate, and has blended the s with 


the produce of his estate: Forbes v. Peacock (11 Sim. 
152). Where, however, the testator has not directed his real 
estate to be sold, but has simply charged it with debts—whether 
by express ao or impliedly by directing his debts to be 
paid: Graves v. Graves (8 Sim. 55)—although a power of selling: 
the land free from the charge is implied, there is in strictness 
no ground for vesting the power in the executor, If there is 
also a devise of the , the person who can 
exercise the power is the devisee. 
land descends to the heir, there is the difficulty that the heir has 
nothing tw de ith the ‘eit dail enamel, Hanae 
of sale implied upon the will (Lewin, 9th 
the heir could not exercise the power. 
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although his powers arise under the will, has nothing at all to 
do with the land. The proceeds of sale are not to pass through 
his hands, and he is not to apply them in payment of the 
testator’s debts. Indeed, if the testator happens to have said 
that his debts are to be paid by the executor, there is no charge 
on the real estate, re no power of sale arises. Hence it 
was held in Doe v. Hughes (6 Ex. 223) that an executor had no 
implied power to sell or mortgage lands which had descended to 
the heir, subject to a general charge of debts. 

The Court of Chancery, however, did not countenance this 
strict exclusion of the executor from interference with the real 
estate in all cases except those where such interference was 
rendered necessary by the terms of the will, and it favoured the 
implication of a power of sale in executors whenever there was 
no other way of readily giving effect to the charge of debts. 
This was apparently a sacrifice of strict principle for the sake of 
saving the estate in such cases from the expense of a chancery 
suit. The development of the doctrine of the executor’s implied 
= of sale is traced in Williams on Real Assets (chapter 6). 

what has just been said it is clear that the doctrine ought 
to apply only to cases where there are no devisees of the estate 
able to sell the land immediately on the death of the testator. 
Since the land is charged by the testator with debts, he must 
have contemplated an early sale, and, in the absence of devisees 
who can make a title, it is convenient for the executor to sell. 
In Robinson v. Lowater (5 De G. M. & G. 272), the earliest case 
to which we need refer, Turner, L.J., expressly based the 
executor’s power of sale on the circumstance that the money 
was intended to be raised immediately, while, owing to the 
existence of a life estate with contingent remainders over, there 
were no devisees in a position to effect the testator’s intention. 
In other words, in a case of exceptional difficulty in dealing 
with the real estate, the Court of Chancery constituted the 
executor a real representative. But the doctrine was carried 
further. In Wrigley v. Sykes (21 Beav. 337) Romy, M.R., 
assumed that a charge of debts gave the executors an implied 
power of sale without regard to the other provisions of the will 
—in other words, that a charge of debts without more gave the 
executors a power of sale; and the true reason of the doctrine 
being thus obscured, its application became involved in much 
confusion. 

As stated above, the difficulty is in most cases removed by 
the provisions of Lord St. Leonards’ Act. Either the devisees 
in trust, or the executors, take a statutory power of sale. But 
the case of a beneficial devisee in fee or in tail remains un- 
touched, and it still appears to be doubtful whether the doctrine 
of the executor’s implied power of sale applies to it. Upon 
principle it would seem that it does not. The beneficial devisee 
may, indeed, be an infant, but this cannot be foreseen by the 
testator, who makes his will without knowing the date of his 


the debts are charged on land which has become his, he is the 


ie a Ordinarily the devisee will be able to sell, and, since 


; 


| 


— who ought to give effect to the charge. This seems to 
ve been the view taken by Lord Cranwortn, C., in Colyer v. 
Finch (5 H. L. C. 922). The money, he said, “is to be raised 
through the instrumentality of a sale by the devisee, and that 
devisee is the person, and the only person, who can make a 
legal title.” These words appear to imply, not only that it is 
for the devisee to convey the legal estate, but that no other 

has any control over the land at all. The executor, that 


is, has no power of sale. Hence in Corser v. Cartwright (8 Ch. 
971) it i held by the Court of Appeal that “the sd et 

make a good title without the concurrence of the execu- 
tors. But there, as in Colyer v. Finch, the devisee was him- 
self an executor, and when Corser v. Cartwright came before 
the House of Lords (L. R. 7 H. L. 737) Lord Carns, O,, 
restricted his judgment accordingly, and declined to express 
any opinion on “the caso of a stranger, that is to say, a 
person who is not an executor, being devisee of estates charged 
with the payment of debts.” This excessive caution has 





perpetuated doubt on the point, and has made it unsafe for 
\@ purchaser or mortgagee to take a title from the devisee 
alone 


The doubt is reflected in the varying views taken by authors 
of repute. In Davidson’s Conveyancing (Vol. 2, Part 2, 4th 
ed., p. 474) it is said that it is necessary to recognize the exist- 





ence of concurrent powers of sale in the executor and devisee, so 
that a good title will be acquired from the one first selling.” 
Apparently Lzwrn in such a case (Trusts, 9th ed., p. 514) does not 
allow any power of sale in the executor, and he argues that the 
devisee can, without the concurrence of the executor, make a 
good title. This opinion is based partly on general a 
and partly on the words at the oa of section 18 of Lord St 
Leonards’ Act, providing that the Act shall not affect the power 
of a devisee or devisees in fee or in tail to sell ‘‘as he or they 
may by law now do.” Possibly these words are declaratory of 
the law, but in Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers (6th ed., p. 700) 


it is observed that the words are too vague for this purpose, and ./ 
AIRNS in 


that, having regard to the observation of Lor 

Corser v. Cartwright it is still ‘‘a wise precaution for a pur- 
chaser from the devisee to satisfy himself that all the debts 
have been paid, or to require the executors to authorize the 
proposed payment of the purchase-money to the vendor.” The 
result ap to be that though, on principle, the devisee 
ought to be able by himself to make a good title, and though 
very pay v0 should the case ever come before the courts, it 
will be decided thatthe can, the doctrine of the executor’s 
implied power of sale has acquired too firm a footing to be 
lightly set aside, and the purchaser or mortgagee is not ‘safe 
unless both the devisee and the executors concur in making 
a title to him. : 


RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE. 
IL 


RaTHER more than the average number of cases affecting the 
county courts have, during the past twelve months, engaged the 
attention of the High Court. In view, however, of the undoubted 
fact that, as common law courts of first instance, the work of the 
county courts has, in recent years, marvellously developed, it is 
somewhat surprising to find ‘that the cases affecting them, dis- 
posed of by the High Court, are not more numerous than they 
are. 
Plaints and Sittings, which was issued in October, it appears 
that, during the year 1893, considerably over a million plaints 
were entered in the fifty-nine circuits comprised in our county 
court system, while, in aid of the ~—_ Court, upwards of 1,400 
remitted actions were, in addition, disposed of by the county 
courts, besides interpleader proceedings remitted thereto under 
the provisions of the Judicature Act, 1884. These figures do 
not include the cases disposed of by the City of London Court, 
which, in the return above mentioned, is dealt with separately, 
The statistics just set forth indicate sufficiently the true position 
now occupied in the country by the county courts as legal 
tribunals, and certainly justified the observation that, as those 
courts have ceased to be what they were when first established, 
nearly forty years ago—namely, mere small debts courts—those 
who preside over them as judges should now receive higher 
remuneration, and be regarded, when they have displayed con- 
spicuous judicial ability, as fairly entitled to promotion to the 
igh Court. 

Turning now to the subject-matter of this article, it will be 
convenient, in the first instance, to consider those cases which 
concern the jurisdiction and powers of the county courts. The 
much-vexed question of whether, where there has been an 
excess of jurisdiction on the of a county court, the issue of 
a writ of prohibition by the High Court is of right or merely 
discretionary, was considered in Farquharson v. I (42 
W. R. 306; 1894, 1 Q. B. 552). Twas there held by the Court 
of Appeal that, where total p of jurisdiction ears OL 
the face of the proces 
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@ subjéec pes, L.J., stated their result to be “ that 
the granting of a prohibition is not an absolute right in every 
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duct, lost_his righ t to the writ, to which, under other circum- 
stances, he wo @ entitled.” 

In Northey Stone Co. v. Gidney (42 W. R. 99; 1894, 1 Q. B. 
99) it was nara That » Over an action to recover the price 
of goods sold and delivered, the county court, within the 
district of which payment ought to have been made, possesses 
jurisdiction, under section 74 of the County Courts Act, 1888 
(which provides (inter alia) that, by leave of the judge or 
registrar, an action may be commenced in the court within the 
district of which the cause of action, wholly or in part, arose), 
although the defendant resides, and the contract was made and 
the goods delivered, without the jurisdiction, because the default 
in payment is clearly part of the cause of action within the 
meaning of the above enactment. 

The jurisdiction of the county court with regard to the issue 
of default summonses was under consideration in Gordon v. 

vans (42 W. R. 193; 1894, 1 Q. B. 248). It was there held, 
that, where the claim of a plaintiff in a county court exceeds 
£5, leave to issue a default summons out of the jurisdiction of 
such court may be obtained by him on his filing an affidavit 
embodying the first three paragraphs of Form 144 in the 
Appendix to the County Court Rules, 1889, but omitting para- 
graph 4 thereof, which states that the defendant does not belong 
to any of the classes of persons mentioned in ord. 5, r. 10, of the 
County Court Rules, 1889. The doubt as to whether the last- 
named paragraph was necessary in such a case was occasioned 
by the introduction of a ee es note — thereto, which 
has now been pronounced to be a “ blunder.” 

In Hooper v. Hill (42 W. R. 394; 1894, 1 Q. B, 659) an im- 
portant4UBsticn “aitecting the jurisdiction of registrars of 
county courts was considered—namely, whether when an action, 
commenced by default summons, in which notice of defence 
and counter-claim has been given, comes before the registrar 
during the vacation, he can, at the meer requést, on the 
defendant’s non-appearance, give judgment for the former, 


without seyeitiog other proof of the debt than _ia_ afforded by 
the affidavit filed with ons, and also strike out the 
countef- . was held by the Court of A (Lorzs and 
Davey, L.JJ.), on an application for a prohibition to the jud 


of the county court from further proceeding in the ter of 
the judgment so obtained, that, even if the registrar had no 
power to act in the manner above described, there was no 














L.J., intimated that, in i j 
tion to act in the way he did, both as and counter- 
im, while Davey, L.J., seems to have considered that, so far 
as the counter-claim was concerned, there was no power to 
strike it out, and that, under all the circumstances, the registrar 
had better not have given judgment in the action. In 
Tomlinson v. Hampson (38 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 401) the right 
of a plaintiff county court action of contract to money 
paid by the defendant into court to abide the judgment or order of 
the court was upheld, notwithstanding that between the i 
of such payment and the meg news A the plaintiff of judg- 
ment in his favour a petition in bankruptcy had been presen 
against the defendant. The decision of the county court judge, 
who had refused the plaintiffs application for payment out to 
him, believing that, under the circumstances above mentioned, 
he had no power to grant it, was accordingly reversed. 

The adméralty jurisdiction of the county courts was involved in 
the case of Mersey Docks and Harbour Board vy. Turner (1893, A. CO. 
468) which recently came before the House of . It was 
there held, reversing the decision of the Court of A: aot ot 
restoring that of Sir CO. Butt, that the Coun Courts A iralty 
Jurisdiction Act, 1869, s. 4, which provides that the jurisdiction 

iven by section 3 of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction 

ct, 1868, to the county courts shall extend to all claims, not 
exceeding £300, for damage to ships, whether by collision or 
otherwise, enables those courts to adjudicate upon a claim for 
damage to a ship by collision with an object other than a ship— 
¢.9s, & pierhead. 

Three cases must next be noticed in which the jurisdiction 
of the county courts over winding oding 
consideration. In Re Portsea Ii 
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B. 825), where 1 held, that, in the winding up of 
a society, under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 
1874, a county court judge has jurisdiction to make an order 
for the examination of the officers of the under section 
10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. @ jurisdiction 
of the ae Se wi’ a i, een 6, of — Com- 
anies (Winding-u 890, which provides that 
loualy court shall, for the purposes of the jurisdiction to wind 


up a company conferred by that Act, have all the 
High Court, and that. ovary of the court 
perform any duties which an officer of the High Oourt 
may discharge, by order of the judge thereof or otherwise in 
relation to the ay of a gw was considered in 
ee ae . R, 410; 5 i 2Q. B. pl 
ere, @ debtor, having to pay a sum of money to 
liquidator of a company which was being wound up in the 
county court under section 1 of the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, the county court j execution to issue by 
writ of fi. fa. addressed to the iff of the county. It was held 
that the writ of f. fa. was bad, and that the coun’ 
had the powers of the High Court conf upor 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
REFORM IN LAND TRANSFER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The scheme for reform in land transfer propounded by Mr. 
Wolstenholme deserves most careful consideration by all who wish to 
have the transfer of land made easy. I, therefore, avail myself of 
his suggestion to make some comments on it. 

Those of your readers who agree with me in thinking that, while 
the existing scheme of land registry is mischievous and ought to be 
abolished, registration of title is by no means impossible, will be 
glad to see that, while Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme is entirely 
ge of registration, it can readily be adapted to registration. 

ile those who do not approve of registration of title may consider 
that one of the greatest merits of Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme is 
that, if it becomes universal, a cestwi que trust of land will ran much 
less risk of losing his land than a cestui que trust of stock has of 
losing his stock by a fraudulent sale. 

A fraudulent sale of stock may be made either by the person in 
whose name the stock stands, or by some person forging his name. 
The only protection to the cestui que trust against fraud of the former 
nature is obtained by the modern substitute for the distringas, the 
effect of which is to prevent the transfer being made without eight 
days’ notice to the solicitor in the matter; but in most cases a 
fraudulent sale may be made without detection till it has been 
yen by choosing the moment for sale properly. If the 
fraudulent sale is made by a person forging the name of the stock- 
holder, there is the risk of detection owing to the practice of the 
bank as to giving notice of applications for powers; but even in this 
case the fraud can be carried out successfully by choosing a time 
when the stockholder is away from home, or if the fraud is carried 
out by some person in his office, by intercepting the letter of advice 
from the bank. 

The case of land is very different (see 38 SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL, p. 
4). Here some person, either the cestui que trust or his tenant, is in 
possession; the purchaser, before making his bargain, goes, either 

y or by an agent, to inspect the land, and on doing so will 
probably find that the person who is making the bargain with him is 
not in possession. He is at once put on inquiry; he will learn from 
the person in ion whether the intended sale is fraudulent or 
mot. Again, in the case of land, there is the safeguard that the 
owner ought to have the title-deeds, while in the case of stock there 
are no deeds to possess. 

So far as I am aware, a fraudulent sale by a trustee for sale is 
extremely rare, and can only be successful under very special cireum- 
stances. A cestui que trust under Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme would 
have all the security that a cestui que trust has under a trust for sale, 
with the su ded security of being able to put on a distringas. 

If Mr. Wolstenholme’s suggestion of a distringas registry is 
adopted, absolute security might be obtained by having two forms of 

istri : the one similar to that at preseut employed for stock, 
being merely an obligation to give notice of any intended dealing; 
the other to operate as an absolute prohibition of making any dealing, 
or perhaps of making dealings of a certain class, with the land with- 
out the consent of the person putting on the distringas, or in the case 
of his death, of his real representative. 

The provisions as to the distringas register appear to me to be of 
the utmost importance. It is necessary, on the one hand, to make 
certain that on the death of a person who has put on a distringas the 
legal owner will not be able to commit a fraud by selling before a 
fresh distringas is put on, and, on the other hand, it is of importance 
not to throw on a purchaser the obligation of seeing that a proper 


on the register on the death of the person in whose name the dis- 
tringas stands, the distringas should be entered in the name of that 
person “‘ and his representatives,” throwing on the latter the duty of 
putting on the proper distringas, 

To take Mr. Wolstenholme’s example of a strict settlement, where 
the fee will be conveyed to the settlor, and a distringas entered 
against a sale without the consent of certain persons, who will be the 
trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. Now, if these 
persons both die, the protection would fail; but if no sale could be 
made without the consent of the representative of the survivor, and if 
it was the duty of such representative to register a distringas in the 
names of the new trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 
the protection would be nearly perfect. 

I think that the duty of making 2 compere of the fee to the 
proper person on the death of the holder of the legal estate, might be 
thrown on his representatives. 

It is by no means easy to see what is the best plan, where a 
distringas is put on in the names of trustees, to provide for putting 
on a new distringas where a new trustee is appointed, and for taking. 
off the distringas in the case of a trustee who retires. If the retire- 
ment arises from death or bankruptcy or from.voluntary retirement, 
no great difficulty will arise; but where this is not the case, as, for 
example, where a new trustee is appointed owing to one of trustees 
residing abroad permanently, it is difficult to see how evidence can be 
given to the purchaser of the change of trustees without giving him 
notice of the equitable title. Possibly, it might be provided that 
it may be stated in the conveyance of the legal estate that no con- 
veyance of a certain class is to be made without the consent of A. and 
B., but with power for the owner of the legal estate in cases where, if 
A. and B. had been trustees, he would have been able to appoint 
another in the place of one of them, to appoint a person in the place 
of one of them to be one of the persons without whose consent no such 
conveyance is to be made. It might be safe to declare that.where 
the owner of the legal estate appoints a person in the place of one of 
those persons, a purchaser for value should be entitled to assume 
that the appointment was valid. 

It is quite possible that I have misapprehended Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
scheme so far as regards strict settlements, and that he proposes in 
the deed itself to declare that no conveyance should be made without 
the consent of A. and B.; but this will not affect the main outlines 
of his scheme, which may be shortly described as follows :—That 
henceforth no legal interests shall be created or conveyed except 
estates in fee simple and estates for years, and that all estates created 
by way of settlement shall take effect in equity only, with power to 
protect them by distringas. 

It will be essential to the safe working of Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
scheme to provide that a conveyance of the legal estate shall pass the 
land free from all death duties, or otherwise it will be impossible to 
avoid inquiry into the equitable title. H, W. ELPHINSTONE. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—With all respect to Mr. Wolstenholme, it seems to me that too 
much is made of the difference between land and stocks and shares. 
Mr. Wolstenholme admits that, as to 1 and 2 of what he calls the 
“‘ specialities,” they can be made applicable to registration of title 
to land. I Un -enerndg think that no registration.of title ought 

roperly to ond these two. 
F No. SMe Wolstenholme’s statement is too absolute. The 
Bank of England does not, nor dv companies, under all circumstances, 
tee the validity of the transfer. Instances have been known 
where the bank has simply blotted out a transfer, and their doing so 
has not been questioned. ; 

As to No. 4, Mr. Wolstenholme, I think, forgets that, while one 
pound of stock is similar to any other pound, and that the guarantee 
can have effect given to it accordingly ; in the case of land, if a man’s 
title after rast proves to be bad, he may lose both the land and 
his money, so that ordinary people would prefer such a guarantee as 
would give a man who lost his land the amount it had cost him, 
rather than that he should lose both. 

The proposed reform, as defined by Mr. Wolstenholme, would, no 
doubt, to the expense of investigating title, and perhaps might 
reduce the risks of fraud. The question of fraud has never much 
impressed my mind, because it so seldom happens—seldom, I mean, 
having regard to the number of transactions. But after all, Mr. 
Wolstenholme’s plan would not give greater certainty than now, and 
its cost would not be much (if any) less under a system of payment 
by scale according to value. oHN R. ADAMS. 

66, Cannon-street, November 5. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—As you invite discussion in reference to Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
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mo who has not the deeds, every equitable m , 
ser his title by some sort of distringas. This means publicity, 
and I think that merchants, farmers, and men of business, if not 
ordinary landowners, would find this a cruel hardship. It is, I 
believe, notorious that shipowners, when borrowing, yon ered 
prefer to execute an absolute transfer (which is registered, ives 
the appearance of a sale), and to qualify this by an iccaddbinsa 
deed, rather than let a mortgage be registered. 
I think that great pressure would be put on banks and other 
lenders not to register anything, and the danger of frauds would be 
even greater than now; but I regard the matter specially from the 
point of view of the borrower. 
I admit that my objection, to some extent, applies to any system 
of registration, and even to existing county registers; but to have 
your name in a list of distringases, like a list of bills of sale, would 
add a new horror to borrowing. No one could doubt what a dis- 
tringas in favour of a bank would mean, and I think that we should 
soon have black lists, causing not only annoyance but great injury. 
The proposals seem to me to involve endless points to be settled, 
and I do not attempt to discuss them as a whole; but there is one 
other small point to which I may call attention. It is suggested that 
there should be a real representative on death. By all means; but, 
if we are to make this change, are we not within measurable distance 
of the time when we shall make real estate devolve like personal 
estate? There is much in our law of inheritance which I think 
absolutely ludicrous in its injustice. How can anyone nowadays 
justify a man’s father’s distant cousin inheriting in preference to the 
man’s own mother? However, “ that is another story,” and I think 
you will want a wide space for discussion of the new proposals 
without going beyond them. E. BEAUMONT. 





SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We write this letter in the hope that some one of your 
correspondents may be able to give us the benefit of his experience as 
to the proper interpretation of the Finance Act, 1894, in a case 
similar to the following. 

A testatrix, dying after the commencement of the Act, bequeathed 
her consumable stores and the like to her sister absolutely, and, after 
directing the payment of her debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses, devised and bequeathed her real and the net residue of her 
personal property (of a gross value of £18,000 or thereabouts) to 
trustees upon trust to pay the income arising from such residue to her 
sister for life. There is a direction in the will for the trustees, who 
are also the executors, to pay all legacy, succession, and other duties 
and all expenses out of testatrix’s personal estate. 

This trust for the sister for life is evidently a ‘‘ settlement ” within 
the meaning of section 5 of the Act, and settlement estate duty is 
therefore payable; but the point which puzzles us is, Should this 
duty be calculated upon the gross or upon the net residue? We 
have written for information to the Legacy and Succession Duty 
Office, and have received in reply a letter stating that “it is con- 
sidered that settlement estate duty covers the same area of taxation 
as the estate duty, and that it must be regarded merely as an additional 
one per cent, to the estate duty, so that the mode of arriving at the 
principal value for the purpose of settlement estate duty must be the 
same as that adopted in arriving at the value for the purpose of 
estate duty. In the present instance, therefore, the value of the 
residuary real and personal estate passing on the death of the deceased 
for the settlement estate duty will be practically the value of the 


whole estate as arrived at for the purpose of estate duty, after | opini 


deducting therefrom the small specific legacies . . . together 
with the legacy duty thereon, which take effect prior to the life 
interest of the sister. No deduction can be allowed for probate and 
executorship expenses, ior for the estate duty, nor for the legacy 
and succession duty payable in respect of the life interest of the sister 
in the residuary estate.” 

Now it appears to us that, as the net residue only is settled, so 
settlement estate duty should be payable on it, and not on the gross 
residue—in other words, that a deduction should be allowed for the 
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[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics,”—Ep., 8. J.} 





GUARANTEE OF VALIDITY OF TRANSFER OF STOCK, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I observe that in the anne on land transfer 
(ante, p. 4) it is stated that the of England guarantees the 
validity of transfers of stock. 

understanding, but I remem- 


This, no doubt, has been the 
ber to have seen a letter in Times from an eminent firm of 
ice at all events, 


solicitors to the effect that, according to present 
the liability of the Bank only extends to verif, the identity of a 
transferor of stock with the stockholder or with an attorney named in 
a Bank power purporting to be executed by the stockholder, and not 
to the due execution of such power by the stockholder. ; 

On the other hand, it is expressly stated in Hankey on Banking, 
4th ed., p. 98 (published in 1887), under the head of ‘“ Power of 
Attorney Office” that all transfers in stock effected by means of 
forgery are at the risk of the Bank. As this work was written by a 
former govenor, and revised by a director of the Bank, it ought to be 
accurate on a point of such importance. 

Perhaps some of your may be able to state whether, 
according to present practice, the Bank does or does not guarantee 
the validity of transfers of stock made under wers of al : 
including the validity of such powers, and whe the liability rests 
on Act of Parliament or otherwise. ConvVEYANOCER. 





A WARNING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—The object of this letter is to warn solicitors against lending 
money, on specious pretexts, to a tall, bald, elderly man of gentle- 
manly ap ce and — manners. a of high 

He esses intimacy, claims » persons 
sudan aan may offer as security, amongst 0 things, bonds and 
shares of no value. : 

We shall be pleased to give further information to any solicitors to 
whom such a person as above described may apply. 

Gruecen & WILLIAMS. 

32, Craven-street, Strand, W.C., Nov. 6. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Lunacy. 


Re EMMA JANE HINCHLIFFE—C. A. No. 2, 5th November. 
Practice—DocumEntTs ANNEXED To Arripavit—Riceut to Inspxzcr. 


This was an in the above | that the executor of the 
lunatic, who was , should have of certain cases for 
s of counsel, which were annexed to an affidavit 
y GE cine SE Ses ee re ee ee 


estate duty and for the costs of probate, at the least. It is easy to | hereto and 


imagine an instance, as in the case of a large estate, of which nearly 
the whole is bequeathed absolutely and the residue is settled, where 
the residue, after payment thereout of the estate duty, &c., might, if 
no deduction were allowed for the latter, be less than the settlement 
estate duty chargeable in respect of it ! 

What is “‘ the settled property ’’ mentioned in section 5, sub-section 
1 (a), of the Act? Surely it must, when ing of residue. be 
what remains after payment thereout of estate duty and probate and 
(perhaps) executorship expenses? The ] and succession duty 
authorities themselves are not, judging from ploptng of the first 
quoted sentence of their letter to us, absolutely certain that their in- 





terpretation of the above section is correct, 


_{[Vol. 39] 25 ‘ 












ip at) th, 














































































26 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Nov. 10, 1894. } 
L _—— 4 —— 
ieaiaiar ts in the action, in which case discovery would have been refused | mentioned the present case to eee So L.J., he had said that he held a © died 
on the ground of pri vilege. strong view that Cambefort v. Chapman was wrong. exist 
Lord Henscuztt, C., said he did not think it was a matter of privilege Riesy, L.J., concurred. The udgment on the cheque against Thomas pries 
or of property at all. It might be that the documents were the property | was upon a , and the joint cause of action upon and’ 
of the committee, and not of the lunatic, or that she was entitled to pri- | the guarantee was - ; merged it. Nor was the claim upon the original a vic 
bere. rege respect ‘of them. She had, however, chosen to put before the | debt a ee. the judgment recovered meh heenas on the ment 
documents with a view to inducing the master to make an order cheque. 7, in Cambefort v. Chapman, Pilowin a passage in belor 
which would affect the rights of the lunatic, at any rate to the extent of | Byles on Bills Lith ed., p. 313, thought that the cxighaal ebt was extin- to th 
rendering her liable for costs. In the absence of authority his lordship ished. There was, however, ‘the clear authority of the Court of King’s pert) 
was at a loss to see why the lunatic, if she became sane, or her execu- Bench in Drake v. Mitchell that unless there was full satisfaction of the gourc 
=, if she died, should not see these documents, which, though not filed, | judgment on the cheque the original debt was not extinguished, and in On ti 
were as much a fg of the affidavit as if they were. It was therefore that decision he concurred. ere being no satisfaction as against Osco! 
impossible to hold that the committee could refuse inspection of these | Thomas, the defendant might have taken out a summons to add Thomas as own. 
documents. With regard to the copjes of accounts and draft accounts, | a defendant. The defendant did not do so, and the judgment against instit 
the committee had not yet received a final discharge, and the application him was right.—CounsgeL, A. 7. Lawrence; J. E. Bankes and A. E. Mackin- mins 
was therefore premature. His lordship, therefore, made no order on that | tosh. Soicrrors, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, for EB. M. Underwood, Here- Engl 
part = rs ee, and under these circumstances there would be ford; Wrentmore '$ Son, for "Morgan, Rhys, § Bruce, Pontypridd. 29 
no costs of the application. Reported Barrister. { 
PP cay L.J Faron and said that it was gered matter of conve- ' ve Stohr — on 
ence that the documents in question were not lodged in the master’s REND : ig 7 
office along with the affidavit. Anyone having the right to sce the aff EL 0. CHORE -He.:1, Tih Honma. a 
davit had th documents Annex: s JupGmMent Desror—ATTENDANCE POR EXAMINATION AS TO Maans—Con- dism: 
MITH, SUNSEL, vrrell; Willis Bund. puct Monry—R. 8. 0., XXXVII., 9—Arracumentr—Servicr or Copy Lo 
Sourcrrors, Frith ¢ Needham ; Erenedy, Hughes, ‘$ Kennedy, for Colmore § or Arripavit with Notice or Motion—R. 8. ©., LIL., 4. | judg 
Monckton, Birmingham. This was an appeal by the defendant, a judgment debtor, from an order const 
[Reported by Annotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } made by Wright, J., at chambers, giving a to the a to issue a the ¥ 
writ S. ee ent against —> BI in Jant 
answe gment inten 
19, r. 52. grounds ie appeal were th 6 defendant ay 
Court of Appeal hac ot oom efleeed sufficient sentient money under ord. 87, ¥. 9, which é 
i says that ‘“‘any person required to attend for the purpose of being He t 


WEGG-PROSSER v. EVANS—No. 1, Ist November. 


Conrract—Jornt Contractorn—Jornt GuARANTEE—CHEQUE GIVEN BY ONE 
Jomrtr Guaranror—Unsatisrizrp JupomENT oN CHEQUE—LIABILITY oF 
OTHER JoInT GUARANTOR ON GUARANTEE. 


A from the judgment of Wills, J., at the trial of the action without 
a jury (42 W. R. 639; 1894, 2 Q. B. 101). The plaintiff in January, 
1890, let a certain farm to a tenant at an annual rent of £385, and the 
defendant and one Thomas jointly guaranteed the due payment of the 
= by the tenant. The tenant having made default in the payment of a 
ear’s rent, application was made to Thomas, who gave the plaintiff 
his cheque for the amount. The cheque having been dishonoured, the 
plaintiff brought an action upon it inst Thomas and recovered judg- 
ment and issued execution, but the execution proved fruitless, and the 
j ent remained unsatisfied. The plaintiff then brought this action 
the defendant upon tke guarantee. Wills, J., held that the judg- 
ment recovered against Thomas upon his cheque was no bar to an action 
aguinst the defendant upon the guarantee. He accordingly gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. 
PP com Cover (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorszs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed 


Lo Esner, M.R., said that in an action brought upon the guarantee 

only one of the joint guarantors, the one sued might, in the old 

days, have shaded 1 in abatement, and now, since the Judicature Act, have 
taken out a summons to have his_co-Contractor joined as ith 
é plaintiff fook a cheque for the amount from Thomas. 

Taking that cheque was not * satisfaction of the debt, but only condi- 
tional payment. If the cheque were paid the debt would have been paid, 
and the present defendant could not have been sued for that debt, though 


Thomas could have sued him for contribution. The defendant's 8 position 

was not altered i in = —— degree by the cheque 0 en. The 
S Sil ire ed, : 

Thomas rod the cheque, but the judgment was unsatisfied. The cause 

brea by mn which judgment was recovered against Thomas was the 





omas of his promise to be rom the cheque. Was there 
any pamgalla d of wd hom i e ta m now a the defend- 
the g The Ww folie i 





o pia aln Suet 
Piarantec and recovered sige, he could = now ene “the 
t defendant upon the guarantee. That was clear — 1, kon. 
tag &W. 494), and Kendall v. Hamilion (28 W. pp. 
ei i the che ct an action po e 


— ae on = Cheque would be no vt to this ‘aolien on the 
guarantee. Lord Ellenborough said, ‘‘I have always understood the 
of transit in rem judicatum to Telate only to the 
of in which the judgment is recovered operating as a c of 
from its being of a higher nature than before.”” Therefore the 
judgment must have been in respect of the same cause of action. That 
case shewed that the judgm against Thomas Was no 
respect of the f present action 
f e guarantee decision in Cambefert v. Chapman 
35 W. R. 838, 19 Q. BD. 229) was directly com to Drake v. Mitchell. 
preferred the decision in Drake v. Mitchell, and Cambefort v. Chapman 
must now be considered as overruled. As the 
to sue the defendant Thomas 
could not be joined as a defendant, that argument failed, because the a 
erg =-bamtadader ht, if he had chosen, to have taken out a summons to 
| tave asa defendant. The judgment was therefore right. 









ndaaggye sR concurred. In Lindley on Partnership, 6th ed., 
doubt is expreseed as to the decision in Cambefort v. Chapman, and i Raving | date 





examined or of produ any document shall be entitled to the like con- 
duct money and payment for expenses and loss of time as upon attendance 
at a trial in court’’; and nie that no copy of an affidavit had been 
served on the defendant with the notice of motion in accordance with 
ord. 52, r. 4, which says. that “‘ eve: potice of motion for attachment 
_—— state in poet ae the g atjON ; 


ed on evidence by ail » & copy of any 
affidavit intended to be. sed shall we served with the notios of motion: 
It ap 1a endant, who was a surveyor, when he attended 
before the master ier examination, claimed to be entitled to payment of a 
guinea as conduct money, under the rules relating to Allowances to Wit- 






Be 
@ 
— 


SR eae 


eee 


nesses: see Annual Practice, vol. 2, pp. 204, 205. The master, however, 69), J 
considered that 1s. 4d. w: sufficient sum, being the defendant’s fare by 87), 
railway and omnibus from fiis home to ‘the court and back again. The ua 
defendant thereupon refused to answer the questions proposed to be put = P 

h- BX 







to him. The plaintiff having taken out a summons for a BJ of _attay 
STEGHEDY raleed the cbjecsion & 5 0 Wright, J., fF 
Served Vv ba cop of the alt The learned 

zg might be able 

to answer r the affidavit. At the adjourned hearing the defendant said he 

was not able to answer it. The order for attachment was accordingly 

made. On the appeal the following cases were cited on behalf of the 

defendant : Protector Endowment Co. v. Whitlam (36 L. T. 467), Re Working 

Men’s Mutual Society (21 Ch. D. 831), and Taylor v. Roe (68 L. T. 213). 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Ricsy, LJ.) dismissed the 


appeal. Ord. a, r. 9, did not opply to the bis casey being only 
applicable to and no a r required to attend for examina- 
thr — ord. 7, r. 2 The question os was @ reasonable sum for 
conduct money was, fore, a question which could only be decided by 
the master. As to the non-service of the affidavit, it was clear that the 


defendant had not been harmed thereby. —Oounset, George Wallace ; Craw- 
ford. Sorscrrons, H. 8. Bridge ; Church, Rendell, Todd, § Co. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Re RYMER, RYMER ». STANFIELD—No. 2, 6th November. 


Witi—Consrrvction—OnaritaBLs Girr——Gurt ror Particutar Cuanrry 
—CHARITY CEASING TO EXIST BEFORE Txstator’s Deatu—Cy-Pris— 
Lapse. 


Appeal from a judgment of Chitty, J., reported 38 Soxicrrors’ 
: ouRNAL, 563. The summons was for the labs of the question whether 
o legeey "of 5, 000, given by the testator to the rector for the time being of 
omas’s Seminary, lapsed and fallen into residue, and, if not, how 
te should be dealt with. Horatio Rymer, the testator, by his will dated 
the 2nd of A , 1883, gave various and pecuniary ae, 
subject to an after satisfaction of suc legacies, gave certain chari' 
legacies in the follo terms: ‘I give the following charitable 
to the follo charitable institutions and 


TyESEHEEFSEPPELENV PTET ; 


meer 

persons tively, all sub- 
ject to legacy duties ; that is to say, to the rector for the time being of St. 
Thomas’s Seminary for ~ oe of priests in the diocese of West- 
minster for the verte dies , £5,000; and I direct that the 
said rector shall, at his yey make a rettlement thereof by deed in 
the names of trustees, so as to make the same a permanent fund, 
and I direct that the candidates to be educated out of the income of this 
uest shall be nominated from time to time by the rector for the time 

being of such seminary; and I request, but not as a condition of this 
jy age ct of ce y mass for the repose of my soul may be said during 
each of ee tee who may have been educated wholly or in part 

Then followed a legacy to the Archbishop of West- 

minte forthe the. purposes of of the Westminster Diocesan Education Fund, 
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legacies. The testator made two codicils 
dated the tho filth of April, 1800 1890, and the 10th of May, 1893, to his will, and 
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Roman Catholic 
for the diocese of Westminster, which had been founded in 1869 
and was known as St. Thomas’s Seminary. The eeminary had a rector, 
a vice-rector, and a staff of teachers. It was nay way wit nea b - 
ments by or on behalf of the students and partly H the income of f' 
belonging to the Roman Catholic diocese of W , and —_——— 
tothe purpose. In March, 1893, the cloeed and pro- 
perty sold, the expenses having been found to 
sources and the situation having Bom y 
On the seminary being closed the s ts were removed to a 
Oscott, near Birmingham, which had a rector, vice-rector, and staff o' 
own. Since the removal of the students from St. Thomas’s 
institution had carried on the education of priests for the diocese of West- 
minster, as well as for the diocere of B and other dioceses in 


: 





England. Chitty, J., following Fisk v. Attorney-General (15 W. B. 1200, 
99 Ch. D. 560), held that the legacy was a gift to the particular institution, 
and that therefore, as the iistitution had ceased to exist before thé testa- 
tor’s death, there was no room for the ey-prés doctrine, and the legacy had 


i, The Attorney-General appealed. 
nz Court (Lord Herscuett, C., and Linpury and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 
Lord Herscuent, C., said that he entertained no doubt that the 
| judgyient of Chitty, J., was right. The 
col . [His lordship 
the will, and continued :—] Now the contention on the part of the appel- 
Jant was that from the gift in question was to be inferred a 
intention to benefit priests by educating them, quite apart from the 
perl seminary, and that it was quite immaterial that the testator 
designated the seminary. He was. unable to adopt that construction. 
He thought that in the case of each charitable gift the testator had a 
— institution in his mind. Several of the institutions to which 
legacies were given had the same object, and the testator graduated his 
bounty towards them, The gift was ‘‘to the following institutions and 


for tie? >) CONTEHUCU Tat ase Te IMstvicuvior wad s&-to 
the time of the testator’s death, the legacy should be a to a cognate 
purpose. In support of that contention he was to think that 
they had cited a single authority. [His lordship then discussed the 
cases relied on by the appellant, including Moggridge v. Thackwell (7 Ves. 
69), Mills v. Farmer (1 Mer. 55, 722), Loscombe v. Whittringham (13 Beav. 
81), Re Clergy Society (4 W. R. 664,2 K. & J. 615), and Re Macguire (18 
W. BR. 623, L. R. 9 Eq. 632).] These cases did not seem to govern 
the present case when once the right construction of the will was arrived 
at. Biscoe v. Jackson (35 W. R. 152, 35 Ch. D. 460) was so far from 
favouring the appellant that it seemed to assume the case him. 
though the court held that the legacy there in question must applied 
as nearly as possible in the manner directed by the testator. There was 
another class of cases within which the present case seemed to come. The 
first of these was Clark v. Taylor (1 W. R. 476, 1 Dr. 642), where 
Kindersley, V.C., laid down in the clearest terms the distinction between 
the cases where there is a gift to a charity » indicative of a 
meral charitable purpose, and the cases in which the testator shews an 
tention, not of general charity, but to give to some particular - 
tution. This aiied been followed in Fisk v. Attorney-General (ubi sup.) 
and Re Ovey (33 W. R. 821, 29 Oh. D. 560), and in Re Slevin (39 W. R. 
284; 1891, 1 Ch. 373) no difference had been expressed with the view of 
Kindersley, V.C. There was one other case—viz., Marsh v. <Attorney- 
General (9 W. R.179,2 J. & H. 51)—which was said to be an exception, but 
in that case the court held that the gift was not confined to the papers 
of the particular school, but was generally for the instruction of youths in 
the subjects mentioned, either there or elsewhere. His lordship ht 
that the present case came within the principle of Clark v. Taylor, which 
was a sound principle, and one against which there was no 
authority. The main object of the testator was to benefit the particular 
institution, and the gift, therefore, failed. 

Lrypiey and A. L. Sarrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Sir R. 7. 
Reid, A.G., Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Jngle Joyce; P. 8. Stokes; 
Levett, Q.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson. Soxscrrons, Hare § Co.; Witham, 
Lambert, § Roskell ; Frank Richardson § Sadler. 

[Reported by Anwotp Groves, Barrister-at-Law. } 


,”’ and no person was named except in connection with an 
Fistitation. The was to the institution, and was, in his 
| ini i Tainly as it possibly could DS. Counsel | fields 





Re SOUTH AMERICAN AND MEXICAN CO. (LIM )—No. 2, 
6th November. 


Res Jupitcata—EstorPri—JcpGMEent By ConsENrT. 


Appeal from the decision of Vaughan Williams, J. rted 38 
Souictrors’ Jovurnnat, 650). This was a summons by the Bank of 
England, in the winding up of the above-named company, that the 
decision of the official receiver and liquidator, by w he re 


roof of the bank, ht be reversed and the of the bank 

Mimitted in full. yas piedhen a order cos aad the 2nd y~ 
1893, at which date the bank claimed that the company was indebted to 
the bank in a sum of £402,111 16s. 2d., since reduced to 
against which the bank held security for £170,000. 
arose in the following manner :—In April, 1891, Murrieta & Co. owed t 
bank a sum of about £585,000. In June, 1891, negotiations took 

between yes. oo & Co. ae the company, with result 
com now wound up agreed to become 
which 1 Murricta & Oo. owed r 4 the bank. The 
instalments, and the first instalment of £100,000 





This 













md S 


mM A. mm, LST, seers rh Moulton, 

and G. P. C. Lawrence; Fi Qo. H. D. Greene, Q.0., BR. 
Howard Wright. Sorxcrrons, Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley ; ; 
g [Reported by Arnnoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LEE »v. COHEN—No. 2, 3rd November. 
Practrice—Jvrispicrion—Warait or) Pronrerrion—Watver. 


On the 14th of the plaintiff commenced an action in the 
Mayor’s Court defendant for £400, moneys alleged to have 
been paid by the plaintiff for and on behalt of the defendant in respect of 

bills o defendant entered an » not 






had in the Mayor’s 
Sotrorrors, Edward Le Voi; Faithfull ¢ Son. 
[Reported by C. F. Duwcan, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
O’MEARA v. SANTA FE C0.—North, J., 2nd November. 
Company—Ner Prorrrs. 












THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 10, 1894. ] 





“HUDSON ». WALKER—North, J., 2ad November. 
Pracrice—Szsrvice—Artracument—R. 8. C., XLI., 5. 


the 10th of August, 1894, an order was made restrainmg the defend- 
from removing sand from a certain foreshore in Durham. A copy of 
order was served on the defendant, and the original order was shewn 
him, but marke og served was not indorsed as required by ord. 41,r.5. It 
now submitted, on a motion to attach the defendant for disobedience to 
order, that the service was not good, inasmuch as no memorandum 


indorsed 
ortn, J., held (following Selous v. Croydon Local Board, 53 L. T. 209) 
that the memorandum required by ord. 41, r. 5, need not be indorsed on 
prohibitive orders.—Counse:, Gatey; Micklem. Soxictrors, 
Botterell § Roche; J. B. ¢ H. Scott, for Beli ¢ Sons, Sunderland. 
{Reported by G. B. Hamusurow, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE GENERAL PHOSPHATE CORPORATION (LIM.)—C. A. No. 2, 
31st October. 


Company—Winpinc vup—Orrictan Recetver’s Reporr—Fravp—Com- 
pANigs (Winpine-up) Act, 1890, s. 8. 


Appeal from a judgment of Vaughan Williams, J., reported 42 W. R. 
602. The General Phosphate Corporation (Limited) was eves as a 
limited company in June, 1890. In August, 1893, it was ordered to be wound 
up. The official receiver made his preliminary report in November, 1893. 
On the 24th of February, 1894, he made a further report, in which, after 
— facts relating to the formation of the company, he said: ‘*‘ The 
te) receiver is of opinion that it is desirable that a public examination 
should be held, and that the persons named inthe schedule hereto should 
be icly examin: ion or formation > 

conduct of its business.’ The persons mentioned in the said 
The 


schedule were directors, promoters, and officers of the company. 
report did no aTaAte sk De rece ar’s ( ; 
( been commitio’, and it was not contended that the report manifestly 
ih was his opinion. The Board of Trade applied to the 
court for an order for the public examination of the persons mentioned in 
the schedule. On the 25th of April Vaughan Williams, J., refused the 
x lication. From this decision the Boa a: ¥ 


e 8 e : z 
Act, 1890, s. 8, which provides : ( ) Where the court has made 
an order for winding up a company, the official receiver shall, as soon as 
practicable after receipt of the statement of the company’s affairs, submit 
@ preliminary report to the court (c) whether in his opinion farther inquiry 
is desirable as to any matter relating to the promotion, formation, or 
failure of the company, or the conduct of the business thereof. (Sub- 
section 2) The official receiver may also, if he thinks fit, make a further 
or further reports, stating the manner in which the company was 
and es in his opinion, an has been committed b; 
any in the promotion or formation of the company, or by an 
esilee or: other officer of the company in relation to the colnesia? Mave 
the formation thereof, and any other which, in his opinion, it is desirable 
to bring to the notice of the court. (Sub-section 3) The court may, 
after consideration of any such report, direct that any such person who 
has taken any part in the | enya or formation of the company, or has 
been a director or officer of the company, shall attend before the court on 
a day appointed by the court for that purpose, and be publicly examined 
as to the promotion or formation of the company, or as to the conduct of 
the business of the company or as to his conduct and dealings as director 
or officer of the com .’ It was contended that, as the official receiver 
had stated that in his opinion a public examination should be held, an 
order t to be made. 
Tae Covrr (Linpiex and A. L Smrra, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Lipizy, L.J.—I think we cannot do otherwise than refuse 
» if we are to be consistent with our previous decisions 
in Re Great Kruger Gold Mining Co., Ex parte Barnard (40 W. R. 
625; 1892, 3 Ch. 307) and Re Trust and Investment Corporation of South 
Africa (40 W. R. 689; 1892, 3 Ch. 307). I think the construction 
put upon the Act by this court is the right one—viz., that there is 
no power to enforce this proces publi i ipo 
committed a fraud, but that some ee 
adhere to the decision in Er para 2 any 
sport ’’ in sub-section 3 means a further report, and not a preliminary 
report. Now, sub-section 2 provides that the official receiver may make a 
further — or manner in which the company was formed, and 
whether, in his op , any fraud has been committed by,” &c. This is 
what he ought to state. The exact language in which he ought to state 
it is another matter. In the case of Re Trust and Investment Corporation of 
South os this court held that it was eufficient if the report clearly 
shewed fraud, and that it was not necessary when fraud was manifest on 
face of the report to send it back to the official receiver in order that 
t state his reat we Angee: That decision, in the cases 
Co. (3) (41 W. R. 62 ; 1893, 1 Ch. 210) and Re Birkdale Steam 
3 W. BR. 144; 1893, 2 Q. B. 386), has been interpreted in a 
I think is rather too lax. We have been understood as eay- 
if the report ‘‘ suggested *’ fraud. The word 
”” is very jus ; we meant to adhere to the of 
that circumstances must be stated which shewed the official 
. that some fraud had been committed, although it 
there should be some paragraphs expressly stating 








that opinion, and when yon 
to and disclaim 
Va Williams, J.’s 
of Lords must set us right. 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred. 
Upon the Fee of the Attorney-General Tue Court gave leave 


ap to the House of Lords.—Counsazi, Sir R. T. Reid, » and 
ph : the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by C. F. Duxcan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


talk of “ *” fraud, I think it is tiz 
gone eof nett I think that in thie ¢ 
was right. If we are wrong, the Hou 





High .Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. JUDGE PATTERSON—3ist October. 


Truues—Recovery or REDEMPTION-MONBY—VALUER EMPLOYED RY : 
Commissiongrs —TirHe REenT-CHARGE—JURISDICTION oF THE CovU3 
Oover—Trrue Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 8), s. 10, sup-secTion 
Trrue Commutation Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 93), s. 39. 


Rule for a mandamus directed to the judge of the Southend County, 
Court calling on him to shew cause why he should not hear and determ 
an application made on behalf of Mr. Grellier. This case raised th 
q ion whether the valuer appointed by the commissioners had powe 
under the Tithe Act of 1891 to sue in county court for redemption: 
money. Mr. Grellier, who was the valuer employed by the commissionera 
for the p' of apportioning and recovering redemption-money under 
the Tithe tt m Act, 1860, s. 39, commenced - in the 
Southend County Court against the owner of certain lands in respect of 
which ey ge ey | had been and apportioned to thé 
amount of . The judge refused to hear the case, on the ground that) 
he had no jurisdiction, and that the Act of 1891 did not provide for the 
recovery of redemption-money. The section which was claimed on behalf 
those who supported the rule to confer jurisdiction is section 10, sub-section 
4, which enacts as follows :—‘‘ Any enactment in the Tithe Acts or in j 
Extraordinary Tithe Redemption Act, 1886, directing any expenses, rent- 
charge, or other sums to recovered as tithe rent-charge, shall, 
respects any sum becoming due after the of this Act, be construed} 
to refer to the recovery of tithe ren under this Act, save that the 
owner of the lands shall not be entitled to obtain any remission under this’ 
Act,”’ and the Act which directed, as it was contended, redemption-money j 
to be recovered as tithe rent- , was the Tithe Commutation Act, 
1860, section 39 of which, after pro for the Sa by the com- 
missioners of surveyors and valuers for the p of apportioning 
co the redemption-money, enacted as follows :—*‘‘ All the powers” 
and provisions of the said recited Acts co the valuers appointed ; 
for the purposes of an original apportionment of rent-charge, and con- 
ce the assessment and recovery of the expenses of an original award 
of rent-charge or apportionment, so far as in the discretion of the com-: 
missioners shall seem fit, shall be and the same are hereby made applicable 
to the land surveyors, tithe valuers, or other persons employed, and to the 
assessment, collection, or recovery of any such redemption-money, and of 
all expenses incidental . . to any such redemption.’’ Provision for 
the recovery of the expenses of the award and of apportionments 
are to be found in the Tithe Commutation Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 71), 


ss. 73, 81-85. The recovery is to be made by means of distress, and in the — 


case of apportionment expenses a art remed 
hd is available. The Act of 4891 ee 

able as tithe rent- may be reco in the county court. 

argued on behalf of the ju 

section 4, must be taken ejusdem generis with ‘‘ expe 


es that all sums recover- 
It was 


by a writ of habere facias 7 


that ‘other sums’’ in section 10, sub-7 
mses’’ and ‘‘ rent-5 


charge,”’ ‘and that it could not be taken to include redemption ; further, © 


that though redemption was directed to be recovered as rent-charge, it 
was not to be recovered as tithe rent-charge, which is a different thing. 
It was also contended that the valuer had no 
the money, but only to collect it, and that 
recovered by the owner. : 
Tue Covrt (Marnew and Cuaries, JJ.) held that the county court 
judge was wrong, and that he had power under the Tithe Act, 1891, te 
entertain the application of the valuer. The valuer had power un¢ 
section 39 of the Act of 1860 to recover redemption-money and to enfore 
it by means of distress in the eame way as ee on the origit 
award or after apportionment, is to be recovered. It 
the other sums referred to in section 10, sub-section 4, of the Act of 1891.7 
—Counszst, 8. 7. Bvans; CC. A. H. Black. Souscrrons, Rollit ¢ Sons? 
Wordsworth, Blake, § Co. : 
(Reported by C. G. Witpranaum, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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THE QUEEN v. THE REVISING BARRISTER OF LIVERPOOL— — 
7th November. 


Reoisrration—Dvuriicate Entray—Orrton or Execrorn—Onsecrion 
BXERCISE OF 
Vier. c. 18), s. 42; 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 26), s. 28; 1885 (48 Vier 


c. 15), 8. 5 


This was the argument of a rule nisi for a mundamus to the revising ba 
LVEF POO 0 state Case 0] s ODinion O Tre" courre: + ‘ 
stances were as follows :—The name of an elector appeared 


his duplicate qualifications being in of his place of abode and 
of Bhs badiness Z Fok bam t 


4 for oS oe ect: 
28 (14) of the Parliamen’ and Municipal Registration Act ‘ 
pape: be od tho Registeltion Ach, 1805, 5, and the Local Goveruaal 
Act, 1894, s. 44, enacts in effect that upon proof that two entries r 
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J] Within the 1st schedule. Now the Court of Appeal in Re Bmanuel and Sim- 
nonds (34 W. R. 613, 33 Ch. D. 40) put a construction on the meaning 
} the term “‘ agreements for leases.” 
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to the same person the revising barrister shall retain one entry for 

and place a mark against the other entry signifying that the voter’s right 
to vote in respect of that entry is limited to a right to vote 
elector or a parochial elector only, as the case be. 


the opening of his first revision court, select the entry to be retained 
yoting,’’ and if the voter makes no such selection the 
shall determine the entry to be retained according to 
in section 5 of the Act of 1885—viz., if one of the entries 
freemen that entry is to be retained ; if neither 
one entry is the voter’s place of abode, that entry 
any other case the entry in the list which is first revised is to be retained. 
In the present case the elector gave written notice to the revising barrister 
that he elected that the entry in respect of his business 
retained. The election agent on the other side obj 
notice given to the revising barrister was bad ; the barrister 

The objector then 


2 
sg 


was sufficient, and allowed the option to be exercised. 
obtained this rule nisi. A right is given by section 42 of the 

843 (6 Vict. c. 18), to ‘‘ any person who, under the pro 
~~ contained, shall have made any claim to have his name inserted in 
any list or made any objection to any other person as not entitled to have 
his name inserted in any list or whose name shall have been Pitre 
from any list, and who in any such case shall be aggrie 
with the decision of any revising barrister on any point of law material to 
the result of such case ’’ to request the revising 
which the barrister is bound to do if he thinks it reasonable and pee 
that an appeal should be entertained. The question and d 
in the present case was whether an a lay under this section from the 
decision of the revising barrister to allow the elector to exercise his option 
as to which entry should be retained. 

Tuz Court (Marazew and Cuartes, JJ.) held that there was waa 

Maruew, J., said that the only right of appeal was given in 42 
of the Registration Act, 1843 (6 Vict. c. 18), and did not include such a 
ease as this. The right of appeal was only given either as to voter or 
objector when the question was as to the right of the elector to have his 
name ‘inserted on the list.”” No such question as the present could 
arise under thatenactment. In the enactment as to ‘‘starring” a duplicate 
qualification there was no provision for an appeal. Here the objection 
was only to the elector’s right to elect in respect of which qualification he 
should vote. The barrister overruled the objection, and allowed the 
meet He was not bound even to let the objector see the notice to 

self, still less to allow a formal objection to it. The application must 
be refused. 

Cuan.es, J., was of the same opinion. Electors might object to other 
electors having their names inserted on the list, and as to these objections 
there was the right of appeal ; but not as to the mere option of the elector 
as to the place where he shall vote. In no sense could the elector be con- 
sidered as a claimant, nor had an elector a right to object to his notice of 
dection. Rule discharged.—Covunse., Sir H. James, Q.0., and W. F. 
Taylor ; Lawson Walton, QC., and W. H. Butler. Soxtcrrons, Pritchard, 
Englefield, $ Co., for Barrell § Rodway, Liverpool; Crowders ¢ Vizard, for 
G. J. Lynskey, Liverpool. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re NEGUS (A SOLICITOR) —Chitty, J., 1st, 3rd, and 6th November. 


foLticrrorn—RemMuNERATION— Lease—AGreEMENT FOR Leass—DegLIvery oF 
Irem Bui—Scatzs Appiicante— Lessor’s Soricrron—TaxaTIon BY 
Lessge—Oounterpart—Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 
Vicr. c. 44)—Gunerat Onpsr, Avcust, 1882, Scuzputs I., Parr II. 


Su s to review taxing master’s certificate. A tenancy agreement 
provited Teta agreed to let and the tenant to take ”’ certain 
premises for a term of three years at a rack rent. The lessor’s solicitor 
sent his bill (an item bill) to the tenant, and the tenant obtained a third- 


party taxation order. Before the t pete ee 
é; a3 an item bill, and as not within Schedule I., Part II., of the General 


Order to the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, but the taxing master 
applied the scale. The leseor’s solicitor accepted his taxation but the 
tenant objected, and took out a summons to review, contending (1) that 
the delivery of the item bill was an election to adopt Schedule II. ; (2) 
that the tenancy agreement was neither a lease nor an agreement for a 
lease within Schedule I., Part II.; (3) that the scale charge could not be 


counterpart, whereas the lessee was only liable to 
Curry, J., said the first point was best put in of 

fi8 W. R. 1079, L. R. 5 Ch. 694), viz., that han policitor was bound by 
ye and that he had to eu ve 

bill. Re Heather was, however, decided before the distinction between 
feale and item c arose. At th sent day, when an item bill 
brought in to be taxed and the scale : is applica 

_ ice was corre a according to 






5 ne ta oe 
jlaw, and it was his duty to apply that law to the circumstances of the case. 


ee h the solicitor AF caprwsaee a bil in oe in the aaah ae bee 
re no non-scale agreement, it was com ‘or to 
acknowledge tema before the -master and submit to 

This he at once did, and the first objection therefore f # 
document was a lease or an agreement 


The point arose in a case where 


solicitor contended he could charge for both lease and The 
onl melas selonamnt to tee Samuan Gaab tase Ma iad OE woe Ga 

e a double charge, and that the was 
not to be confined to its strict technical in law, but included 
agreewente on which the parties intended to without requiring a 


a ee lease within 

section 2. Then, by the Property Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 106), a 
lease required by law to 
The tenant’s argument 
to leases required by law to be made by 
to find leases in writing or 
re = need hardly sa aS on! 

g, the charge being “‘ for 
but that was a long way from 
law to be by deed, and his 
schedule. He was aware that wi 
subject the word “ lease” was cupinyek 
these rules, which had the force 
with the authority of the Lord 
the dent of the In 


= 


of 
If a cottage was let at 7s. a week, 
consulting a solicitor. The rules were not 
But if a person about to take a lease for less than three years chore to 
a solicitor, it would not be unreasonable to 
not insist on the scale 
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failed, and must the coste.—Counsri, Whitehorne, Q.0, 
Ford ; Manson. iicerons, Desibeny ¢ Mead, for Smith § Sons, Weston- 
super-Mare; /illiam Negus. 

[Reported by G. Row.axp Arstox, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Railway Commission Cases, 


MANSION HOUSE ON RAILWAY RATES v. THE LONDON 
AND soUTH.- RAILWAY 00.—6th November. 
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TO APPRAR Nn OrrostTion To CompLamnt—Rattway Anp Canat Trarvic 
Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 25), 8. 7. 


This was an application by the Corporation, the Harbour Board, and the 
Chamber of Commerce of Southampton for leave to appear in ne 
instituted by the Mansion House Association t the London and 
South-Western Railway Co. The complaint of the association was that 
the railway company were charging illegal rates in the sense that they 
were preferring foreign to home produce. It appeared that the railway 


com; » who owned the Southampton Docks, charged a rate for the 
of between Southampton and London which was much 
lower than their rates for other places. Section 7 of the Railway and Canal 


Traffic Act, 1888, provides that {certain authorities and public bodies 
(including any harbour board, any council of a city or borough, and any 
such association of traders or freighters or chamber of commerce as may 
obtain a certificate from the Board of Trade that it is a proper body to 
make such complaint) ‘‘ may make to the commissioners any complaint 
which the commiesioners have jurisdiction todetermineand . . . may 
appear in opposition to any complaint which the commissioners 
have juriediction to determine in any case where such authority 
or the persons esented by them appear to the com- 
missioners to be likely to be affected by any determination of 
the commissioners upon such complaint.’”’ The Corporation, &c., of 
Southampton alleged that they were ‘‘ likely to be affected ’’ by the deter- 
mination of the commissioners upon the complaint of the Mansion House 
Association. They alleged that any alteration in the rates would 
injuriously affect the Port of Southampton in its competition with other 

, and the incomes of the merchants and shippers of Southampton. 

existing rates were, it was said, advantageous to Southampton, and 
increased its prosperity. ‘The Mansion House Association opposed the 
application, as unnecessary for the protection of the applicants, and 
alleged that the case of Southampton could be sufficiently put before 
the commissioners by evidence tendered on behalf of the railway company. 

Coins, J., was of opinion that the applicants had a right to appear in 
the case, as he was satisfied they were likely to be affected by the — 
tion which was to be made to the commissioners. Under these circum- 
stances an order would be made e ing : 

ules as WO pleadings in a case 0 a pecil Made, . 
thought that the applicants must file an answer to the complaint 
seven days. The costs of the motion would be reserved. 

Sir F. Pxx: and Viscount Connam concurred. Application allowed.— 
Counsen, Littler, Q.C., and J. W. Batten; Cripps, Q.C., and W. M. 
Aeworth ; H. Sutton. Sorscrrors, Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co., for G. B. Nalder, 
Southampton ; Bircham § Co. ; Neish & Howell. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the society, November 5—Mr. Richardson in the 
chair.—The election of officers for the ensuing year resulted as follows :— 
Chairman, Mr. C. Willoughby Williams; vice-chairman, Mr. J. R. 
Yates ; secretary, Mr. A. W. Marks; treasurer, Mr. A. Gilbert; non-ex- 
officio members of the committee, Mesers. Begg, Browne, W. S. Sherring- 
ton, and W. F. Symonds. On the completion of private business Mr. 
Sherrington ned a debate on the following motion : “ That the London 
County Council acted wrongly in the Empire Music Hall case.’”’ After 
the opener the following mem spoke, Messrs. Young, Kains-Jackson, 
Richardson, Symonds, Le Maistre, Edwardes, and Begg. Mr. Sherrington 
having » the motion was eventually carried nem. con. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Pretmunary Examratron. 
The foll candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
iminary 


successful at the Prel Examination held on the 17th and 18th 
of October, 1894 :— 
Adgie, John de Orellana, Cecil 
be oe Braga Harold Dew, Samuel Holbut Davies 
Bell, Covington Donald, Stuart Burton 
Bennett, Thomas Jewell Guy Drew, Charles Wallace 
Bird, Clifford Gordon Eaden, Harold 
Bird, Ernest Edward Eckersall, Frederick Joseph 
Blunt, Leslie Evans, Gwilym Theodore 
Bowler, William Eyre, Frederick Isaac 
Bracewell, John William Feiling, Cecil 
, George Herbert Finch, William Gerard 
ae Charles + x wall = baer snadh Stanley 
urley, Percy nt, Abra’ Reginald 
Butler, Edward Charles Fox, James Charles 
Cam Alexander Boswell Gardner, Cuthbert Alured 
alter Howard Gould, Tom Barnard 
Cane, Henry Griffiths, John 
Chown, Thomas Lionel Collingwood Hadaway, Charles Stanley 
Coales, James Henry 5 Henry 
Cohen, Charles Arthur Hartland, William Harford 
Collier, Oswald Harvey, William Henry 
Cornish-Bowden, Peter Churchill Healy, John Daniel 
Davis, Richard John Noel Garmaton 


Jennings, Percy Robotham, Alpheus Ralph 

Jones, Merton Addlestone Roden, William Hemi 

Jukes, Ewart D’ Aguilar Ewart Royle, Arnold Hayw 

King, William Byatt worth, Albert Lincoln 
Knowles, George Shawe, William Butler Fleetwood 


b, Skemp, Thomas William Widlake 
Laws, Edward Lucian Smallpeice, Ferdinand William 
Lechmere, Joscelyne Alban AugustineStevens, Courtenay 


Lloyd, Harold Montague Stone, Edward 

Maitland, Max Gray Stott, Oswald 

Mallam, Ross Ibbotson Dalton Straker, Ernest Joseph 

Milns, Harry ‘Thomas, Arthur Edmund Smith 
Monk, Philip Henry Thomas, Bernard 

Morrison, Walter John Torkington, John Kerr 

Mullett, Claude Victor Vincent, Herbert James 
Nisbet, Alfred Walton, Charles Francis 


Oliver, Herbert Lloyd 

Osborne, Edward Charles Harold 
Paddock, George Arther 

Paddy, John Warren 

Parsons, John Robert Wells, Bernard Norman 
Peacock, Percy James Whetstone, Guy 
— Ralph Penoyre Baker Stal- Whiteside, Louis 


Warburton, Samuel Arthur 
Watson, Douglass Statham 
Watson, Gerald Hubert Lacon 
Waugh, Algernon 


Wiggins, Frederick Samuel 
Perkins, Harold Seen aren John 
Read, Charles Henry Wood, Ric Holroyde 
Ridley, Thomas Matthew Wright, Charles 


Robinson, Ernest William 


Young, William Henry Valentine 
Robinson, Herbert James 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Wilson & Co.), 5, Victoria-street, S.W. 
sioner to administer Oaths. 


of Oxford, in the place of Mr. W. H. Cooke, Q.C., deceased. 
ford, in the place of Mr. Lyttelton. 


Solicitor-General. , 


of Inland Revenue. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vurions. 


Horton, solicitors (Horton, Lee, & Co.), Birmingham. October 25. 
Leeds. October 31. [ Gasette, Nov. 2. 

Henry Guiarsyver and Sypngy J. Porrsr, solicitors (Glaisyer & Porter), 
Birmingham. June 30. The said Sydney J. Porter will continue to prac- 
tise the present style or firm of Glaisyer & Porter. 

STerHEen 
ton, solicitors ( ims & Preston), Hinckley and Market Bosworth. 
October 31. 
the said business on their own account under the style or 
Pilgrim. [ Gazette, Nov. 6. 


GENERAL, 


The vacant aan at Lincoln’s-inn has been filled up 


Indian High 
ae 
dinner to be 

- Lord 

a 


Massilia, en route to Bombay. 
given 


8th of December, at 9.15 p.m 
edule Techni 
—viz., from 

2, Supreme Court 
the jab, Western Australia, Trinidad, 
Wales leach. There is also a patent case for hearing. 

Mr. H. B. Lawford writes to us: ‘‘I see in your pa 

of a at Norwich, Mr. 
the m in 


the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
Bengal 6, Oude 3, Lower Canada 3, Victoria 


E - Ité ma 
out ti Mr. Charles Bischoff, who was 

ve, and takes out his annual , and 
a start of twelve years.” ([Mr. Bischoff’s 


bar ‘final’ bad a foretaste of the more 
to come into operation next le 





been published, and many 








Mr. Atexanpea Hayman Wis0n, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. T. L. 
-» has been appointed a Commis- § 


The Hon. Aurrep Lyrretron, barrister, has been appointed Recorder ~ 
Mr. A. Gwynnz-James, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of Here- % 


Mr. 8S. D. Wanppy, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed Recorder of 7 
Sheffield, in the place of Mr. Frank Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., appointed — 


Mr. Franx Sarrorp has been appointed Recorder of Canterbury, in the 7 
eee of Mr Francis C. Gore, who was recently appointed Solicitor to the | 


So far as regards the said Charles Sansome Preston. The | 
said Stephen Pilgrim and Stephen Henry Pilgrim will in wpe Nery | on 
firm of 8. & 8. H. 


by the 

ap) t of Mr. A. F. Etherege, sub-librarian of the Codrington (Law) P 
Ubeary, in Al Soule’, Oxford. ; 
Petheram, Sir Griffith Evans, and Mr. Justice Hill, of the | 

Court of Judicature, left London on Friday by the P. and O. 7 
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‘ walk Toni theon ’ have found the pass list ones as 
Of 205 candidates no fewer than y igY ne 
table a pone of ** plo that Loufioa Diversity: iteelt 
could hardly surpass it 
On Wednesday, at the Mansion House Police Court, Charles 


Freshney was before the Lord Mayor with ee uttering 
cheque for £350 with intent to defraud Messrs. Hoare & Co., eS 
Fleet-street. Mr. Bosanquet, solicitor, prosecuted on. the part of 


London Bankers’ Association. The prisoner had been a clerk in the 
vice of Messrs. Frere, Forster, & Oo., solicitors, 28, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
and on the 24th of 

their name at Messrs. * 
quently went to Havre and thence to New York. From Havre he wrote 
letter to his masters, y begging them to forgive him, and promising to 
intact—with the exception of £20, which he had money ob- 
tained on the cheque. The prisoner was arrested in New York and 
brought to England. The Lord Mayor committed him for trial. 


~ 


Mexican Exrernat Six rer Cent. Loan.—Mesers. Glyn, Mills, Currie 
& Co. (as bankers in London for the National Bank of Mexico and Herr 
Bleichroeder) invite subscriptions for an issue of £2,594,720 sterling of 
Mexican External Six per Cent. External Bonds of the Loan of 1 
which the authorized issue is £3,000,000 pe Re The ea 

rcent. Interest is payable quarterly in sterl 
pemene at par by a ing fund of } per cent. ee pda y Pees 
or purchase. e security specially ass to the service of the loan is 
12 See cent. of the total proceeds of the import and export duties, and will 
be collected as in the case of the existing external loans by the ’ National 
Bank of Mexico, 


nt 
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COURT PAPERS. 
CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


The following Judges will remain in Town:—The Lorp Curer Justice 
oF lnagoming: foto Day, J., Wricut, J., Corts, J., Bruce, J., 
during the whole of the Circuits; the other Judges till their respective 
Commission Days. 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 














Warninc To intenpinec House Purcnasers AND Lessees.—Before pur- 


- see a house have the ts thoroug! 
gS rat ene eden nga Grae 
65, Victoria street, Westminster. @ London 2 ; 


country by arrangement. (Establiahed 1875,}—[Apvs.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Bacoss, —Nov. Nor, a 5; Cambidge- gues, W the wife of Frederic Brooke, solicitor, 
of 5 ww yteny ty bb 
the wife of W. J. T. Clarke, M.A., barrister~ 


Coamea—Oc at Melbourne, Aus 
; as ce cat x: ‘alien ate 


at-law, Taner Temple, of« dacghter 
Faaser.—Nov. 3, at 

at-law, of a son. 
Hit. Oct. 22, at Mirfield, Gleneldon-road, Streatham, the wife of William James Hill, 

solicitor, of a son. 
Senee Se Oh, oh Orsett-terrace, W., the wife of Alfred Jonas, solicitor, of a 
Ts & ob 0 Os borough-terrace, Kensington-gardens, the wife of John 
Saxe. Oct, 2 o Giyadarwan Newport, Mon, che wie o Mr. Justice Sale, of the High 
ne ee Oct. 3, Mary Biman, the fe f- Chases Thornton, of Nelson, Lancashire, 
Trovronci.—Nov. 2, at 43, Grosvenor-oad, ‘Westminster, the wife of John Troutbeck, of 


& son. 
Paituirs—Diss.—At St. Paul’s gh Soret Gorge Inaicton 
solicitor, to Catharine Irene, of the 


ALLEN.— Oct 35, oy 8, Rawanda ek fn per Pog 7 Ping 


a ~  Y mpi enacts 


soca Ook 3 7, of Oxon sea Jackson, M.A.. of ewe. 
Meera Ht. ek a B. Forbes Mosse, B.A., barristersat-law (English and Irish 





noe Fallon, of Oxford, 








Messrs. 8. Walker & Riintz, of 22, M 
sale by auction on the 20th inst. a F 
annum, eecured on Nos. 43 to 47, 


City, announce for 
id Ground- rent of £4,000 per 
-street. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fautpay, Nov. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


ty CHaNozmsy. 
Evernayt anp CastLe Honss anp Canrtacer Rerosrrory, rt 
pescented Der 1, SE ee painklater & Co, 2, Bor saci 
for lotice of 


solors Ni 
o'clock in afternoon of Nov 
Garzacee Nursentes, Lamrrep—Oreditors are 2 Nagy ea —_ee 
names and particulars of their or claim, to Savion 8, 
Le 8 De Co, Lourgp -By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J, dated 
July 25, it was ordered that Siding wet Uh company to Calieaen 
& Son, Philpot lane, solor fur petns 


Comey Fae ce Seem 


Serra ota ee Te 


must reach the aevcmiseeed tan inter Gea 


CANADA at St.George ge Lanareo—Fetn fr 


chan tor eae 
the afternoon of dey 


B F Seinen, tau och thildy Nerdromberiand | Oct 
RITANNIA Fissine ETY, ITED, 


Covrr Doss oo reer JuveniLe Fuxp Paul’s Schoolroom, Cambridge st. 
ao InpustaiaL Buiivers’ Socizry, Laurrep, King’s lane, Queen's rd, Norwich 
Paros ov tus Vittacs Frizspiy Socrerr, Commercial Arms, Pembrey, Carmarthen 
Sons ov Prooness Bexzrrr Society, King’s Arms, Newcomen st, Borough, 8.E. Oct 27 | 


JOINT STOCK, COMPAWINS. 


Common Lie gg E a Co, 
to be heard on Nov 


“PE oan pS; 





presented 
3, Lombard solors 
jater than 6 tn the aftaeneea of Sowembes 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Nov, 16, 1894. = 
en 1 praenar ave er ereerer ene om = = Wa 
hag om Seeueserene AND Wescerarises Co, Saurren~Setn pe win up. which | Jouxstone, Atexanpes, Bootle cum Linacre, Tanner Dec 5 La: & Spring 
on Oct 31, w be heard on Nov 14 Williamson & Co, nding up, wich Liver <4 3 War 
* solos for the potar otice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 Kerroor, Joszpu, Leigh, Gent Nov 30 Marsh & Co, Leigh 
Tur ones AXD Sascseumn ean Bee Co, lo, —Creditors are required, on or | Lewis, Sormta, Bray Nov 23 Phillips & Randle Ford, Windsor Hare 
before to sen Tr names e and of their debts and 5 i : i "si 
claims, to Thomas H. Susmn, 2, Seabens oe G vo dere : & Co, whew Lippe.t, Cuanes, Abingdon st Nov 27 Horne & Birkett, Lincoln’s inn fields M 
for liquidator | Lonspa.e, Josern, Blackpool Dec7 Sale & Co, Manchester 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. ! Macuiy, Ex:za, Burslem, Beerseller Nov10 Bennett & Baddeley, Hanley ALLEN 
L.annanay Bexerit Society, Bear Inn, Lianharry, Glamorgan Oct 27 | Mi.uer, Samvet Newmans, Sloane sq, Pawnbroker Nov 30 Clifton Lambert, Mark bk 
Sr. Jauxs’ Fnrexviy Society, Handsworth, Stafford Oct 27 , ; an 
| Neat, Tuomas, Erith, Brewers’ Agent Nov 27 Hays & Co, Abchurch lane eink 
ka ges Ne ps Parsons, Witiiam, Sherborne, Gent Nov 30 Bartlett & Son, Sherborne 4 
Oxy any Rare Free Insurance Poxictes, &c., wanted to complete a| Pickexixe, Henny, Malton, Gent Dec 15 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds Baxes 
Collection.—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— | Pixxaam, Tuomazixe, Ifracombe, Devon Nov 22 Grattan & Co, Ilfracombe suse 
[Avvr. ] Ropertson, Divi, Henfield, Prebendar yDec15 Maples & Co, Old Jewry q & 
Saunpgrs, Mowtacve Stuart, Beloochistan, Asia Nov 1 Percy Beecher, Bedford row bk 
> ’ Scuorreip, Davip, Huddersfield, Grocer Nov 24 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield = 
‘nie eee NOTICES. Surru, Mary Aux, Higher Whitley, Chester DecS Davies & Co, Warrington Brews 
. noma oa CHANCERY. Surra, Josava Henry, Wallington, Captain Nov27 Hays & Co, Abchurch lane oat 
ast Day or Cram, 
London Gasette-—Fuiway, Oct. 26. Tayzor, Jouy, Bradf6rd, Tronmonget Decl Wade & Co, Bradford .. 
Gaaxen, Joux, Anfield, nr Liverpool, Estate Agent Nov 23 Garner v Garner, Registrar, | T4¥Lon, Wiit1am, Aldbourne, Wilts, Draper Nov 24 Phelps, Ramsbury, Wilts . pri 
Liverpool Ayrton & Co, Liverpool Tresisz, Francis, Whitecross st, Packing case Maker Dec24 G & F East, Basinghall sf wy 
London Gazette. oe es Oct. 30. Wanner, Joux, Bow Nov24 Lethbridge & Prior, Westminster et 
Reap, Georce Henrsert James, Lewisham 5 Segtinam, -~ brok Nov 30 Gooch . 
'v Read, Chitty, J. Hold h, 23, B hy ee = ipbroker Nov Wanney, Atraepv, Dunstable, Straw Hat Manufacturer Nov 30 Roberts, Luton Car08 
Tarios Jaurs Mg eae ve park terr, Gl —~— fe, Solicitor Nov 30 Fuller | Wake, Eowarp Henry, Sheffield, Esq Dec15 Henry and Alfred Maxfield, Sheffield Of 
Vv ie, ylor, PGreat James st, a ord row ts 
Wonrrarserow, Troms ‘oat Executor of the will of Gennes Kinkrarerick, of London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct, 30. a 
Bow _ * Hotel, Denton, Lancs Nov 28 Ball vy Worthington, » | Aspirant, Matitpa, Birkenhead Decl Newman & Kent, Liverpool 9a 
: Avpert, Freperic, Peckham, Esq Dec 1 Foster & Co, Cannon st a 
ae Bopy, Sypyey Atay, Portsmouth, Butcher Decl Bolitho, Portsea a? 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. Bonn, Gzoraz James Nauntow, Gt Yarmouth Nov 30 Worship & Rising, Gt Yarmouth | “Ene 
Last Day or Cram. Cannon, Dornorny, Walmer Dec 22 Lewis & Pain, Dover aha 
London Gasette.—Faiway, Oct. 26. Coox, Franx, Torrington Nov 27 Matthews, Torrington 
Aupaines, Grorcz, Walsall, Labourer Dec3 Stanley & Jackson, Walsall Crockett, Saran, Sheffield Dec1 Branson & Son, Sheffield pune 
aie ~ Berwick on T = actguaalionc etn on 02-8 De Castro, Anne Jane, Kensington Oct 16 Rye & Eyre, Golcen sq Hay 
Beu, Witiiam, Spital, Flint, aohagry Agent Deci8 George, Rhyl | Exurs, James, Shipton, York, Farmer Dec 15 Crumbie, York Eros, 
Bevass, Bezanere, Connah's Quay Nov 3) Hughes & Hughes, Flint Govan, Mary, Willenhall Dec 24 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton Iney, + 
Best, Avyagp, Boscombe Nov 30 Hunters & Haynes, New inn Hivimax, Feaxces Mania, Lewes Nov 30 Hunt &Co, Lewes 4 oe 
Bussury, Fraxces Joanna, Mildenhall Decl Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd | Jackson, Janz, Lancaster Nov 30 Thompson, Lancaster : 3 
Burearp, Sivyer, Ryde, Lieutenant Colonel Nov 13 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st | James, Witutam, Bootle Dec 18 James, Liverpool : Of 
Bratt, Joux, Longton, Miner Nov 20 Welch, Longton, Staffs Jounson, Louisa Mantua, Weston super Mare Dec 1 Humfrys, Hereford 3 =" 
Daines, Tuomas Henry, Gravesend, Pilot Nov 24 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st Jones, Srpusx, Newport, Ldceneed Vietualler Noy & Idewellyn & Moore, neo Maran 
Dawieiy, Averett, Chilas, India, Major Decl Speechley & Co, New inn Locumay, Jouy, Halifax Dec15 Farrar, Halifax 3 Manon. 
Dewyxett, Rosent, Nottingham, Builder Dec1 Lucas & Rorke, Nottingham Manonsy, Witutam Sort, Chislehurst Dec1 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq Mooy, | 
Evansuev, Heyny, Forest Hill Dec1 Hilberys, South sq Manone, Jews Billiter sq bidgs, Esparto Merchant Decl Rose-Innes & Co, Billiter 1 Me. 
Forses, Jouy, Plympton Decl Weekes, Plymouth Maaztix, Tuomas, Bideford, Gent Dec10 Rooker & Bazeley, Bideford Ne E.. 
: Neat, Taomas Hesny, Brighton Dec 7 Pakeman, Bucklersbury OR 
G J , Lausanne, Lieutena: s racec! x * 
Pa ema Pp = ~ papal i B Argies & Co, Gracechurch ot | » soos, Guonam, Barnet, Licensed Viebusller Deol Smith & Gofton, Mark lane Oupma: 
ie siiopsiaslateat te sina Angers | Rosixsox, Jamzs, Withington Nov 30 Gaunt & Lingard, Manchester *... 
Goprary, Waurer Eoxuvypsvry, Romsey, Outfitter Dec 15 Footner & Son, Romsey Scairz, Jouy, South Hampstead, Solicitor, Forthwith Parlett, Edgware rd 
Govtp, Farpericx, Clandown, Carrier Nov 30 Sinnott, Bristol Sarra, Tuomas, Highgate, Solicitor Dec1 Peacock & Goddard, Gray's inn -- 
Gray, Eouuxp Joux, Cambridge, Painter Nov 14 Papworth & French, Cambridge Brean, Emme.ine, Babcary Nov30 Newman & Co, Yeovil ; Sond 
Haxps, Witt1am, Newbold on Stour, Worcester, Gent Nov 26 Hancock & Co, Shipston Goneng, Bow ae Cuances Cuzruan, Stoke Newington Nov 30 Carr & Martin, Great Swanes 
on ; Sw. 
Hanovcastie, Joux, Duffield, Derby, Gent Dec 1 EG & F J Jackson, Belper Tit, Exizaseru, Wickwar Dec 15 Crossman & Co, Thornbury Off 
Hawxis, Georcr Cunistoruze Hautox, Youlthorpe, York, Farmer Dec 8 Robson, Warerratt, Ayng, Dore Dec 11 Watson & Oo, Sheffield -_. 
How.ert, James, Chelsea, Gent Nov 25 Butcher, Bouverie st Werxes, Roszrt Henry, Woolston, Gent Dec1l Hickman & Son, Southamp‘o2 -" 
Hvatsrox, Joux Payrox, Ebrington, Farmer Nov 26 Hancock & Co, Shipston on Weosnas, Asgaee Hasnv, Netting MM, Roy Des} Comins, Now Baad ot g Sure, . 
Stour Wvcuertey, Mary, Southport Dec 12 Labron Johnson, Liverpool | » a. 2 
d 12.3 
a 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Greexwoop, Joun Wit1i1am, Haworth, Draper Bradford Parse, Faxsr, Liss, Spinster Portsmouth Pet July 3i% Upsixp 
Gazette.—Baivay, Nov. 2. Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 . : : 12.1 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Groves, Wattace, Goswell rd, Bookbinder Migh Court Rs or , ae Exizavern Day, Burton on T Warrn 
. Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 32 Licensed Victualler Burton on Trent Pet Oct 30 : at 1 
Axspensox, Epwarp Atrrep, Margate, Lodging house | Hitrox, James, Oldham, Contractor Oldham Pet Oct 30 Oct 30 — Warre: 
ee eee ny Oct 31. Ord Oct “a Ord Oct 30 : eg So tebe, Baker Wolverhampton” Bai 
> , Wakefield, D Tubepmen e-| 71 x, x, Harrogat . : 
- Led pag 5 One 31 nahin thik Comes _— g Re yo 29 #, Rag Merchant’ York Pet Oct Royat, Gzonce Henry, Sapeaets, Twinespinner Great © . A 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 30° om ih SOUr’ | Jouxsox, Samvet, Grantham, Lace Dealer Nottingham | i Wussam Maney “Seliesh, ‘Dutcher: Plymouth EB” 
Capea, Atrazp, Brighton, Architect Brighton Pet Oct Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 Cardiff Oct 29 Ord Oct 29” - § Axpens 
31 Ord Oct 31 Josxrn, Louis, Cardiff, Financial Agent Pa tagh | | Suaty Henry 's Bush, Tin Box Manufacturer @ Kee 
Cua hie, Norfolk st, Chartered Accountant 25 Ord Oct 80 High Court * Pet ber 30" Ded Oct 20 Biacks 
Pet Oct 3 Luarp, Tuomas Inouis, Colchester, Clerk in Holy Orders | | Suerranp, Harry, Southam tn Bootmaker Southamp- 
on Faas Benes Siteuary, Cu Guildford st, Major Col Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 31 ton Pet Oct 30 Ord . _«Burass: 
M i fied § — Gro 
Davies “Davin, Pwllhdi, Fruiterer Postmadice Pet Oct wy eee, Saee, Greengrocer High Court Pet fovaes — oe ers Tm, Sheticld, Saddler She 3 Cian 
Mayne, Janes H r, Ni Mon | Pr 
Duxoax, Gronox, Gravesend, Author Rochester Pet Oct |” Pet Oct 29 mae ee | Stocesay, Bocgane, Smethwick, Butcher West Brom: nay, 
McK i 0 : 
—— eye oo eres Blackfriars rd, Builder High Court Pet : Croydon tet Octo oan nes ee ren | TeMieeee yet Oct 18 O Oost” nee ee , anaes 
Foore, Spey Rovent Foorr, Newcastle on ‘Tyne Mv ae or Harlesden High Court Pet Oct | Tones, Snsges Pons pentyl Landport, Tailor Portsmoutl ; Daveon 
pn Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 31 Ord Neepuam, Cuances, Halifax, Tobacconist Halifax Pet | Tiupsruey, hang Widow Manchester i 30 
J Northallert . Oct 29 Ord Oct. 29 | Oct 17_ Ord Oct 30 a’ ¥ 
es, on, Fish Dealer Northaller- | Osman, James Eouuxp, Peckham High Court Pet Oct 5 | Torut., Frepsrick Wittiam, Cockington, Coal Merch 3 
29 Ord Oct 29 Ord Oct 31 | Exeter Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 : 
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Wanp, Auraev, Ambleside, Butcher Kendal Pet Oct 29 
Oct 29 
wana. Joux Tuomas Parken, Birmingham Birming- 
ham Pet Sept19 Ord Oct 30 
RESCISSION OF RECEIVING ORDER. 
Haresworts, Wriuam, Brighton Brighton Ree Ord 
March 7 Rese Oct 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Auten, James, Dalston, Engineer Nov 16 at 2 Bankruptcy 
bk Carey st 


Austr, Horace Powstt, Fenchurch st, Commercial Clerk 
Nov 13at1i Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

erchant Nov 10 

brs, Newport, 


Jy 


yey, Jesse J, Newport, Mon, [ron 
Bat 12.90 Off Res, Gloucester Bank 





, Bootmaker Nov 9at3 Off Res, 
95, Temple chmbrs, e avenue 

Bassett, Roser, Colwich, Farmer Novy 3at10.30 Wright 
& Westhead, St Martin’s pl, Stafford 

Bassiu, 4 me Gray’s inn rd Nov 13 at 3 Bankruptcy 
bh 


Beanp, Georaz Hexry, New Swindon, Painter Nov 12-at 
12 HC Tombs, Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon - 
ov 


Betiamy, Horatio, Live l, Licensed 
13.at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Bicwett, Cuartes, Brixton, Comedian Nov 18 at 2 

Bankruptcy b Carey st 


Bixney, Cuaries mpsErt, Snaresbrook, Sawmill Pro- 
prietor Novi3ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, oo at 

Browns, Atyrep Nevit.e, Cannon st, Printer Nov 16 at 
3 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burreick, Arraur Beurox, Liverpool, Merchant Nov 20 
at2 Off Rec, 356, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Cauttow, Tomas, Evesham, Innkeeper Nov 9 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Cuampyeys, Epwarp H 8, Hythe, Farmer Nov 10 at 4 
Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterb: 

Cranks, Jonw Henny, Derby, Mantle Manufacturer Nov 
9 at 2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Cores, ALyrep Henny, Blandford, Upholsterer Nov 9 at 
1 Off Ree, § ae, 

Coutivewooo, Gseorer, Forest Gate, Builder Nov 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy bag teow st 

Ferovson, James, wnaby on Tees, Moulder Nov 14 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Grssox, Jouy, Hartlepool, Builder 
Royal Hotel, W Harti 

GuteaRp, Jonx, Northallerton, Fish Dealer Nov 19 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Haves, Francis B, The Albany Nov 13 at 11 Bankruptcy 

dgs, Carey st 


Hyp, James W, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Nov 13 
at3 Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Inzy, oun Peansox, W Hartlepool, Cycle Dealer Nov 9 
at 3.45 Royal Hotel, W Hartlepool 

IrepaL®. Jony, Harrogate, Rag Merchant Nov 13 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate York 

Jouxsox, Hewey, Hilton, Yorks, Innkeeper Nov?2i at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug’ 

Lecco, Anraur Atrrep, Battersea, Baker Nov 9 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Mawxrx, Writiam, Northallerton, Joiner Nov 19 at 11.30 
Court house, Northallerton 

Manrsua.t, Taomas, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer Nov 10 
at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Moon, Lewis, Wi eld, Sussex, Farmer Nov 13 at 12 
Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hastings 

Neepuam, Cuaa.es, Halifax, "Tobacconist Nov 12 at 10 Off 
Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Newtson, Tuomas, Ulverston, Seed Merchant Nov 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

O.pnam, Artaur, Exmouth, Colonel Nov 15 at 11.30 
The Castle, Exeter 

Perrer, Henry, Canterbury, General Dealer Nov 9 at 11 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Reap, Fasperick Witttam, Penzance, Estate Agent Nov 
1l0at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Scuyerper, Epwarp, Baker Nov 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Swarpreeck, Jouxn Wairetey, and Eowm Josern Evans 
Swarpreck, Barnet, Wine Merchants Nov 12 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chambers, Temple avenue 

Suure, Witt1am AsHLey, Soe, Col Miner Nov 
2iat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mi 

Siappex, ALrrep Ernest, Folkestone, Greengrocer Nov 
9 at 10.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Surra, Exvest Aureep, Castle Morton, Grocer Nov 9 at 
11 Off Ree, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Srraxe, WriuiAm, Forston, Dorset, Farmer Nov 9 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Tornitt, Farperice Wii11AM, Cockington, Coal Merchant 
Nov 16at 10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Uvrinpett, Granegr, Ely, Cambs, Farmer Nov 13 at 

2.15 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Wartixe, Wituiam, Barrow in Furness, Farmer Nov 9 
at 12 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Wurremax, Epwarp Harzis, Brighton, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Novy 9 at 12 Off Reo, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


Brighton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Attex, James, Dalston, Engineer High Court Pet Oct 
5 Ord Oct 29 


Margate, i house 

eeper Canterbury Pet Oct 31 Ona Denne 

Biacxsury, Jouxw Waurer, Wakefield, Milkman Wake- 
field Pet Oct 81 Ord Oct 31 

Boureess, Josern, Tuomas Cusremncrox, Luton, 
Grocers Luton Pet Oct15 Ord 

Cirarke, Jonny Hewry, Derby, Mantle Manufacturer 
Derby Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 29 

Cray, Georcs, and Wittism Cray, Dewsbury, Wool 

Conmwesae hamasndasmaek Viciobes Migh thane 
RNWELL, ARTHUR, Victualler igh Court 
Ocv5 Ord Oct 30 ~ 

Davies, Daviv, Pwilheli, Fruiterer Portmadoc Pet Oct 
80 Ord Oct 30 


D Samvet, Euston Build 
or ere. ie rd, er High Court Pet Sept 


Mon 
Baxer, ALFRED, 


Aypersox, Epwarp A.Lrrzp, 
K 


W: Builder Court Pet 
mee oate” * bie Tet 


Foors, Wri1am, Ronerrt Foors, Newcastle 


2 
Hirow, a Contractor Oldham Pet Oct 30 
Hoecert, Hewry, Middiesborough, Merchant Stock- 


IrnepaL cae Sao ee See York Pet Oct 29 


Mayrss, Jamas Hexny, Newport, Outfitter Newport, Mon 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Mowsaay, Jounx, Bramley, Yorks, Innkeeper Sheffield Pet 
Bept6 Ord Oct 

Netsoy, Tuomas, Ulverston, Seed Merchant Ulverston Pet 


P. Oot Fy Dutillers Pet 17 
ALIN, , Distiller’s Agent High Court Sept 
Ord Oct 27 


Trent 
go Trent Pet Oct 30 Ord 
Scorr, Wr.11am Hewnry, Saltash, Butcher Plymouth Pet 

Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
cae. Soe Coorer, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Aug 23 
ie | bo ig Wernsrer, Sheffield, Saddler Sheffield 


81 Ord Oct 31 
Srockuey, Ricuarp, Smethwick, Butcher W Bromwich 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 . 
Sroruarp, Henry, Thorne, Yorks, Farmer Sheffield Pet 
T = Som he Stapenhill, Draper Burton on 
ZMPERTON, Joun Henry, 
Trent Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 31 . 
re Bowsn, Tailor Portsmouth 
Tuomas, Wiit1am Kwicut, Newport, Mon, Grocer Trede- 
- gar = Oct 15 i Oct 30 
‘OTHILL, Freperiok Writam, Cockington, Coal Merchant 
Exeter Pet Oct 29 Ord Get 30 
vou Ley Yeovil Pet Oct 
Warp, Atreep, Ambleside, Butcher Kendal Pet Oct 29 
Ord Oct 29 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov 6. 
. RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Buarxis, Georce Verrou, Manchester, Plumber Manchester 
me. mg ® Ord Nov 1 , 
KLESS, RTHA, Hane Lodging house Keeper 
York Pet Oct 31 Ord 81 
Onis Somme 2 masAts, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Oct 


Costs, Ottver Goren, St Albans, Butcher St Albans 
D: rong Aig! Ee Gt Grimsby Pet 
eNTON, Wau 
Oct 45 Ord Oct 81 . ss a 
rraew, Lilling Green, Yorks, Farmer 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov? 
ee gt Pet Nov?) Ord Mov 2 
ov ‘ov 
a = se High Court Pet Oct 13 Ord 
ov 
Eaton, Jon, Market Ironmonger Leicester 
Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 
na a5 74 Newport, W, Smith Ryde Pet Nov 
‘ov 
a ae Leicester PetOct 30 Ord 


Grtpgrt, Auicx, Bushey Heath, Commercial Traveller 
= yer Ord Nov 2 Wes ts 
Goopwim, yfield, Farmer Tunbrid 
Oct 8 Ord Nov § ” 


Greenxwoop, Lewis, Halifax, Plumber Halifax Pet Nov 
2 Ord Nov? 


Rosrmsox, Awnre Exizasern Day, Burton on 
Licensed Victualler Burtun on 


Lorp, Josern, Builder Stockton on Tees 
Pet Novi Ord Novi 
Manges Joux, Hemyock, Farmer Taunton Pet Oct 24 
‘ov 
McKia, Wii Blackburn, Travelling Draper Black- 
oe jPet O°k 18 Ord Nov 1 3 
RGAN, Joux, Gt Russell st, Public House Broker High 
Cunt, Fut 27 Ord Nov 1 me 
APPER, WILL Dorchester 
Nov 1. Ord Nov “ 
Nay: fassnewe, Zenpeth, Inskewper Birmingham 
N ton, Monee, Cutis, Hay Dealer Carlisle Pet N 
10) ) ov 
PE B., —gt OP Kwr N 
oun AMUBL Kwicnrt, 
pis ottingham FOL Ord Nov 8 
au, Tiworny, London Provision 
Court Pet NovS Ord Nov 3 — 
Osvonne, Wiciiam, Devon, Smith Exeter Pet 


my 
1 Ord Novi 
Rane, Maeeas Hexry, Doctor Brighton Pet Nov? Ord 





Nov2 Ord 


ngage ania oe ton Se 


cme, Wane Duilder 

Wi Pet Nov 2 2 

Gneme, Cpasnae ‘Wolverton, Baker Northamp- 
br Cowes, I W, Draper Ryde 


a 
Pet 
STraney. San, ee. Bate Banbury 


weer Resbroks Doe Serer ae a 
“Nova. Ord Nov? 


Wittiams, James Hexny, Bodmin, Farmer Truro Pet 
“Nov? Ord Nov 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asper, Da Goole, Shipowner Noy 14 at 11 Lowther 


allway app, London elage Nov 14 at 12 1%, 
Keeper 18 ab 9.50 OR Rose T3, Caste a Canter- 


dd 


Beau’ Jou, ah Butcher Nov 23 at 3 
18 
ar 
Nov 15 at 12.30 Tan Stmagail, York. 
Bra, A, & Co, Fore at? Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, 


Draper Nov 16 at 
Nov 15 at 
ld4atil Of 
= Nov ié¢at 12 
UNDERS, Builder Nov ié4at 
Geen eee Nov ig@ati Of 
Gravesend, Lecturer Nov 19 at 10.30 
Market Tronmonger Nov 16 at 
1, 
ag =o Builder Nov 


Boy Sony, Hatha, Gastar” ‘Nov 13 at 12 Of Reo, 1, 


hie” 
Financial Agent Mal Of 
Cannon 


Nov 16 at 11.90 





Rong Grouch Nonyax, Harsingny, Sargon High Court 
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i sae, Siben, Senanasee Nov 14 at ll 
Tiswreatey, Evtex, Manchester, Widow Nov 14 at 2.30 
chmbrs, st, Manchester 


apr Joux, Weston super Mare, Tailor Noy 14 
George aad ilway Hotel, Victoria st, 


‘Weaoas, Evwanp, Cardiff, Architect Nov i5atil Off Rec, 
st, Cardiff 
Wusox, Joun ereege Haverstock Hill, Gent Novy 15 at 


y bldgs, Carey st 

‘Woop, Grornoz Ausert, Chelsea, Artist Nov 14 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Woops, Wiiu1ax Brvxerr, Bedford, Tobacconist Mov 14 
at il Off Rec, St Paul's sq, Bedford 


The was = YP notice is — ~ that pub- 
in the London Gazette of 


Mutuze, Ricuarp May, Upper Norwood, ine Nov 8 at 
11.30 24, Railway ‘approach, London Bridge, 8 E 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Batrey, Jesse Jouy, a rt, Coke Merchant 
Mon Pet Oct 15 Nov 3 
Baxen, ALrrep, Reading, Bootmaker Reading Pet Oct 15 


Booxuizss, Mantua, Harrogate, Lodging house Keeper 
York Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Baowx, Harry Wit.14m, Hoxne, Suffolk High Court 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 3 
Ex.aurs, Wu11am, Newport, I W, Shoeing Smith Ryde 
Nov2 Ord Nov2 
ay coe Hathern,Geazier Leicester Pet Oct30 Ord 


Frasxca, Witiiam Streruzy, Winchester, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Winchester Pet Sept 14 Ord Nov? 

Frowrrpay, Wii.14m, Eastbourne, Fruiterer Eastbourne 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 30 


ome Lewis Amanat * Hanley, Drug Dealer Hanley 
Th OSEPH, , Grocer Birmingham Pet 

Oct 18 Ord Nov 3 4 

Pg Witiiam Oniver, Temple chmbrs, Journalist 
High Court Pet Oct6 Ord Oct 31 

renee ie my Halifax, Plumber Halifax Pet Nov 

Pn aa. Goswell rd, Bookbinder High Court 
Pet on 31 mp Nov eT . 

Hawuen, Tuomas Arniey verpool, Estate Agent Liver- 
pool’ Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 2 

- * Francis B, Albany High Court Pet July 13 Ord 


Tang Ricnarp Bawxs, Petersfield, Insurance Agent 
Portsmouth Pet June 29 Ord Jul 
ee T J, 5 Feemqeel, Cotton Broker Liverpool Pet 
Sonia, fran He eHewer, Resins Vale, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
ov 2 
Joma, Joan, , ae st High Court Pet July 10 
Kins, Pause siomegntn, Yorks, Hairdresser York Pet 


¥ uty Newport, Mo Mon, ee Manager 


8 8q, 


Newport, 


Lanna Pam Pa 


Loup, Jere %, Middlesborough, Builder Stockton on Tees 
Novi Ord Novi 
Manees, some Poplar, Greengrocer High Court Pet 


ZERO, AwnrToxi0, at Walton on Thames, Restaurant 
High Court Pet Aug 7 Ord Nov 1 
Moxais, Wiiiiam, and Wiu1am A Moznzis, Birmingham, 
Basket 6 Basket Manufacturers Bi Pet Sept 11 Ord 

ov 


sear yh eee D Dorchester, Miller Dorchester Pet 

Nexepuam, Cuar.es, ‘Halifax, Tobacconist Halifax Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

eee re Carlicle, Hay Dealer Carlisle Pet Nov 1 


- Gloucester 

On, tm114m, Lustleigh, Smith Exeter Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 

Onmas. 7 Epuunp, Peckham High Court Pet Oct 5 


Groner, Alderton, Glos, Grocer Cheltenham 
mon oe Ord Nov 1 
Rene, Frew Comyghiliy, Butcher Cardiff Pet Oct11 Ord 


Guoncr ‘ent = Walsoken, Baker King’s L; 
Nov2 Ord Nov 2 eee 


30 
yr ae. Blackburn, Draper Dilackburn 
ov 2 
Witt1iam, a Baker Northamp- 
31 Ord Oct 3: 


rd, , Ear Victualler High 
21 Ord Nov3 
nig, E Cowes, Draper Ryde Pet Oct 


Bishopsgate avenue, oe 
High Court Pet June2i Ord 
Sanan Exizaseru, Tenby, Grocer Fane 


Dek Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 1 


Trupracey, Ev.ex, ’ Widow Manchester Pet 
Oct 17° Ord Nov 1 
Vang, may Moxzis, Stepney High Court Pet July 27 


Wauuiresivz, by Poulton le Fylde, Licensed Victuall 
ete A EC 
AMES hme T Pet 
Woon Guoen Ai 
z ERT, Artist Coust Pet 
WW Oed Ost Chelsea, High 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


H. E. Fosrzr & Cranrrexp, 
of £500 and an A) 


to 
Stock (see advertisement Nov. 3, 
Nov. 14.—Mesars. Epwry Fox & yn he ee, 


C., at 2 0% 
Freehold Residential and Building Property, 
and ten long Leasehold Shops (see advertisements, Oct. 

20, p. 3; Nov. 3, p. 18). 

Nov. 15.—Mesars. Faresnoruer, Exiis, Crarx, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., oeeee. anne (see 

vertisemen: ts, Oct. 20. . p. 4; Mos. & B 38). 

Nov. 15.—Mesars. C. W. jKettoce & Co., their Sale 
Room, Water-street, Li tye at 12 0c, the Tron 
Vessels “ Scottish Chief,” “ ’ and “Pam; 

Five £100 Shares in heamahip 
pen Be tenant Share 


ipides,”” a, a 
* Albyn » (see 


’cloc a Properti 
Profit Rentals, Annuity and Policies of Insurance (see 

advertisements, Nov. 3, p. 19). 
Nov. 16.—Messrs. Baxer & Sows, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold Residential and Buil Estate and 
Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, Nov. 3, p. 20). 





TO EXECUTORS AND OTHERS. 


Win.pDyeT & sOoNWs 
Azo prepared to Eunonses ros Ose 


LAW LIBRARIES 
(Large or Small) in Town or Country. Full market 


value given. 
, Insurance, &c. 


Valuations made for Probate, Partnershi 
on Moderate Terms. Licensed Valuers. 

Lincoln’s-inu-archway, Carey-street, oe W.c. 

EsTABLISHED 1830. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


vies Veluch or Purchased. 
A Large Stock f of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


00, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


SPECIAL COACHING BY CORRESPONDENCE 
FOR DISTANT STUDENTS 
READING FOR 
SOLICITORS’ PRELIM. anv oruzn EXAMS. 
Present Student writes: “‘ Thank you for the attention 
you have given to Latin and French papers. Iam enclosing 
you cheque for £1 2s. 6d. for three months’ further tuition.’ 
Particulars of system free.—‘‘ Ercon,”’ 1, Capel-villas, 
Capel- road, Forest Gate. 


[J SIVERSITY COLLEGE, LONDON, 


A Course of SIX LECTURES by the Quain Law Pro- 
fessor (Mr. Tuomas Raxeicn) at 4.30 on Wepwespays, 
is now being given, 1, permission of the Benchers, in 
the Court un brary of Lincoln’s-inn. The subject 
of the Second Lestane Nov. 14th) will be— 

“‘ Sources of Law, Custom, Judicial Authority, and 
Legislation.”’ 


Admission free. 
J. M. HORSBURGH, M.A.., Secretary. 
LAs 


—A young City firm, of good « stand- 
ald — wih Apogee ee ae hy “ability, 
would correspond with an man, al 
energy, all-round experience and capital ; wee eee 
tiate on mutual probatio: nee te view of Partnership. 
—Address, Lex, care of oodthorpe, Bevan, & Co. 
Leadenhall-buildings, London, E.C. 


TO SOLICITORS, EXECUTORS, ADMINISTRATORS, 
and Others. 


W ANTED, Army and Navy Lo-cpenative 

settlem: Society Shares; Pe R. mt a 

Tnanateeh, W., to whom please apply. 

£ ty TRUSTEES, Executors, and Trades- 
men.—The Lompox AND every nok Assets Company 

Sebte in are prepared to Purchase Book or other kind of 

ta, in any part of the United Kingdom.—Address, with 


to SzcretTary, 22, Budge-row, Cannon-street, 
don, E.C. 


C* komen INSURED AGAINST 
CCIDENTS, wheth 

= g or bolting of horses, or by be 

ANCE COMPANY, =D, 4 17, 

London, 8.W. Agents Wanted. 
NDON GAZETTE blished uthority) and 

LOM ONDON ~ and Y ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement ages, 




















Pall Mall East, 








MEXICAN EXTERNAL 6 PER CENT. 
LOAN OF 1893. 


Authorised by Laws of Congress dated 29th 
May and 29th November, 1893. 


ISSUE OF £2,594,720 STERLING, 
PART OF A TOTAL AUTHORISED 
ISSUE OF £3,000,000 STERLING. 


Interest payable quarteriy, « on the ist 
June, th the Ist 





Principal and Interest geyetio, free from all Mexican 

tou, i Laneen & Sterling, and in Berlin at the fixed 
40. 

i upon of £1 10s. ge Ont, tu Seas 

three months is payable on the Ist March, 





Law W:! 





Issue Price, 68 per cent., payable as follows :—£10 per 
cent. on per cent. on Allotment; £26 per 
‘on 1th December £18 per cent. on 15th January, 

per cent. 

Payment in full'may be made on allotment, or on any 
su’ uent Monday or Thursday, under discount at the 
rate of two per cent. per annum. The failure to vote Viable 
instalment when due voaden any previous payments 
to forfeiture. 

Messrs. Guiry, erin, & Co. Lombard- 
street, London, B.C. (es Bankers ia London to the National 

8. Bl aoeeet, the contractors 
forth reg tan) will o receive applications 

The Subscription Lists oat close on or before the Oth inst, 
Sor London, and on cat the _ . as Aa country. 

Where no le yay is made the deposit on application 
will be returned in fu 

Provisional certificates, with two coupons attached, will 
be issued allotment letters, and these certificates 
will be for definitive bonds to bearer as soon 
as the same shall have been received from the Mexican 
Government. 

and Forms of Application may be obtained 
from a ee Cam, & Ss. , and a copy of the 
laws authorizing be inspected at the office of 
the Mexican Financial Agency, Blomfield House, E.C. 
Lonpoy, 7th November, 1 
EDE AND 80 N, 
none | Seb Macens. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT j 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, ie Wate te . 
Judea Bench, Corporation of London, &e ; 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’ 8 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. : 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town } 
ks, and Olerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
EDFORD ROW.—No. 28, John-street, 
Third Floor, to be Let, omoring 6 Suite of Four | 
Rooms; rent £50.—Apply to , zany, Buawert, & 
Exprivar, 14, Nicholas-lane, E. 





i [[OBTGAGE. . —£1,200 Required apy Nene Four 
‘Detached Villas ; ; 
for trust funds. soe 6, Li 


London; suitable 
road, Clapton, N.E. ; 
READWELL & WRIGHT, of Devereux- 
and General Shorthand 











AUCTION SALES AT DEPTFORD, , WOOLWICH, — 
LONDON, AND ELSEWHERE. 
ESSRS. HARDS & BRADLY, Auc- 
tioneers, Estate Agents, and Valuers, hold Periodical 
SALES at the “DOVER CASTLE,” DEPTFORD; 
WOOLWICH ; at the MART, CITY, and elsewhere. | 
Messrs. Hards & Bradly, who also undertake Rent’ 
Collections, Surveys and Valuations for all purposes 
will be pleased to quote terms for the Sale of Properties 
intended to be submitted to Public Auction or otherwise.’ 
—Offices; Greenwich and 158, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 
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